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ADVERTISEMENT. 



This publication is occasioned by an advertisement in the 
newspapers, which announced, that we might expect a 
Defense of Mr. Porson against Bishop Burgess, by Crito 
Cantabrigiensis. My veneration of the abilities and ac- 
quirements of Mr. Porson is unbounded : " forty thousand" 
jsons " could not, with all their quantity of love, make up 
my sum." I can speak of him only, as Dr. Parr does^ 
" Richard Porson, rov waw 9av/ia<rrov." But if you talk of 
" an invincible love of truth, an inflexible probity," you 
sap the foundation of my idolatry ; and he stands within 
the" prospect of comparison with his blundering corres- 
pondent. The reader has before him a specimen of my 
reasons for saying, that if the world was taken captive by 
him at his will ; his own understanding did not bow to 
that will. And I have to make my grateful acknowledg- 
ments to Crito Cantabrigiensis, for his irresistible excite- 
ment to this part of my proposed work ; as the whole 
probably would otherwise have been deferred till the 
night cometh, when no man can work. Should he think 
this not sufficient to establish my opinion ; he shall have 
more of it ; and he shall have it too, upon the Complu- 
tensian edition, and the Ravian MS. ; upon Erasmus's 
third edition, and the MS. that was sent to him from 
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England ; upon the kindred reading discovered in the 
Montfortian MS. ; upon the West African recension ; 
and above all, upon the internal testimony of the passage 
— till he cries u hold, enough.** But I am not without my 
hopes, that the favour, conferred upon me by Crito Canta- 
brigiensis, may be repaid by my saving him the expense 
of paper and print : and I feel confident of being allowed 
to doze out whatever may yet remain of the evening of 
life, without interruption from any other quarter. I have 
not to learn the truth of what the Trojan lady said, 

Xoyog yap ek t aZo^ovvnav uov 
Kdic tu)v (Hokovvtiov (twos ov ravTov adevtt. 

And I am satisfied with thus publicly entering my protest 
on these heads ; and with having furnished a clue, by 
which any one, who will use a little industry, may extri- 
cate himself from that labyrinth of fraud, which nearly 
two centuries have now been constructing round Stepha- 
nus and the received text. 

July, 1827. 
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EXAMINATION, 



Mr. Porson in his fourth Letter attacks the testimony of 
Stephanus to the disputed passage of St. John ; and he prefixes 
the motto, 

" What, will the line stretch out to the crack of doom V 9 

I reply, not by my pulling. I claim nothing here but the 
authority of one of Stephanus's unmarked MSS. 
The Letter begins, p. 54. 

" How formidable an host you are now leading to battle ! Sixteen 
MSS. of Robert Stephens, all containing the heavenly witnesses ! We 
may however spare our alarms ; for all these MSS. upon a nearer 
inspection will prove Phantoms bodiless and vain, empty visions of the 
brain." 

I cannot be satisfied with calling them " empty visions** If 
Mr. Porson had not taught me, p. 26, to " acquiesce in the 
milder accusation of shameful and enormous ignorance ;" I should 
have declared that the man who could possibly cite any of those 
sixteen copies, must have been bribed to betray the cause, and 
to ruin the authority of Stephanus's editions. After Mr. Por- 
son's having demonstrated, as he certainly has done, that " the 
semicircle is ^yrong placed" in the text of the folio (i. e. that it 
ought to have comprehended not merely tv ry »$avf as not ap- 
pearing in the seven MSS. of the margin, but the whole of what 

B 
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is now most commonly marked for excision) he says, p. 82, 
" when we add to this that Wetstein found at Paris five manu- 
scripts, which agree with five of Stephens's manuscripts in other 
places, but here contradicted his margin, none will hesitate to 
pronounce, that Stephens's copies followed the herd, and omitted 
the seventh verse, except only those, who by a diligent perusal 
of Tertullian have adopted his maxim of reasoning, and measure 
the merits of their assent by the absurdity of the proposition 
to be believed." I ask, which of " Stephens's copies followed 
the herd V 9 People may perhaps be deterred from putting this 
question, for fear of sharing the fate of Tertullianus ; for whom 
by the bye, I think that I could have said enough • to have 
shamed Mr. Porson. If the question had ever been asked; 
what could Mr. P. have stated more than those out of the 
fifteen MSS. of the margin, which happened to have this 
chapter? But let it be observed, that we are establishing the 
received text, and not opposing it — that we are not contending 
for the reading of the MSS. of Stephanus's margin, which 
differ from the text ; but for that of the text of his first and his 
second edition, which he very properly followed in the third. 

P. 64. " I shall lay down the real state of the case, and then 
confute your cavils* Mr. Gibbon gives his readers the option between 
fraud and error." 

Yes ; Mr. Gibbon does give his readers the option, and so 
leaves me no option for my opinion with respect to himself. 
Ch. xxxvii, note 119^ " The three witnesses have been esta- 
blished in our Greek Testaments by the typographical 

fraud or error of Robert Stephens in the placing a crotchet." 
I have no objection whatsoever to one gentleman's demonstrating 
that the " crotcJiet" was placed falsely by fraud 5 and another 
demonstrating that it was. misplaced by error. But if this 
identical Mr. Gibbon can show cause for intimating that it 
was done by fraud, where was the blunder ? if he can show 
that it must have been by mistake, how am I to characterize the 

1 
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installation of frond, that is thrown out in the same breath 1 
Mr. Gibbon then is so kind as to give his readers the option, 
where he had no right to speak, if he could not decide. But 
this complaisance is amply compensated by his peremptory 
decision, that the wrong placing of his crotchet was typogra- 
phical I am not aware that he or any of the learned gentle- 
men, who refuse their readers the option, (as Mr. Porson does, 
particularly at p. 132) have assigned any ground for suspecting 
that die compositor did not place the lunula as it stood in the 
MS. And if I depended on that silence alone, I think I may 
venture to defy any man to dhow a reason for the assumption of 
the erros being typographical, but that Stephanus is not to be 
got rid of without it. 

P. 54. " I am always unwilling tp attribute to fraud what I can 
with any reasonable pretence attribute to error. But if any person be 
more suspicious than I am, he needs not be frightened from his opinion 
by your dedamation." 

CertaWy not by Mr . Travis's declamation; but he i* fool 
hardy indeed, If he be not frightened by Mr. Porson's silence. 
Let us see how tins gentleman, that is to be c • more suspicious 
than" Mr. Porson, is to argue. 

P. 54. bott. " For when he considers how Erasmus v a & worried 
for speaking his mind too freely, " 

WemayfrtuJ out how this was from Mr. Porson at p. 354. 
" From these examples, J hope, it wiU appear, how falsely that 
infawou* villain Erasmus asserted that Christ is seldom called 
God i» the N. TV' Erasmus had asserted in his (first edition, on 
Johni. 1., " hftud scio a$ usqua,ra legator dei cognomen aperte 
tribute phristo, in apostotorum aut evaugelietarum liieris pree* 
toqjuam in duobijs ant tribus ;k>ois. v Fox thishe was « mrrkfc" 
a$4 I teu^t fcbajt there never will be a time, when a man shall 
presume u$>o» ithe ignorance of others, to make such an asser- 
tion, without being wowied. Ecasmus then makes what excuse 
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he can, in his second edition, and in his answer to Stunica; 
and abandons his assertion. Observe now the suspicious 
gentleman's mode of reasoning. Erasmus was worried for 
speaking his mind too freely in a note on the indisputable 
text, John i. 1. ; therefore Stephanus, in stating what those 
MSS- said, that opposed the reading of his editions on 1 John 
v. 7, 8, was wilfully to place his marks wrong. Was Erasmus 
worried for giving nothing but what he found in his MSS. 
on our passage? If you think so, you cheat yourself by adding 
to the Professor's words. Mr. Porson dared not say so. He 
tells you himself plainly enough how far Erasmus was from 
being worried for the omission. " I ask, therefore," says hei 
p. 45, " what could induce Stunica, who is at other times 
scarcely less virulent against Erasmus than Mr. Travis himself 
is, what could induce him to be so mild and tame in this parti- 
cular instance V But this is not all : the Pope himself actually 
patronized Erasmus's second edition, which exactly followed the 
first on this passage. (Butler, Hor, Bib. xi. p. 151. ed. 4. 
Butler's Life of Erasmus, p. 172, Maces, note p. 929. and 934.) 

P, 55. " and with what jealousy R. Stephens was watched 

by the Paris divines " 

Mr. P. here omits to inform you to what point that jealousy 
went ; as he did before, for what Erasmus was worried. We 
may turn then to Simon, Versions x, p. 134, b. " Je diray 
seulement en general, que R. Estienne y avoit insert a dessein. 
quelques expressions ambigiies qui favorisent les sentimens des 
Protestans ;" and Comment, xxxix. p. 666. a. " Mais il s'attira 
cette censure, ayant affecte de certaines notes qui sembloient 
favoriser les nouveautez des Protestans :" and when Henri II, 
gave him up to their will, he wrote, Nov. 25, 1548, " — ne voulant 
aucunement tolerer ne permettre chose qui soit pour detourner 

nossujets de la droite voye Catholique " And what effect this 

jealousy had upon Stephanus, may be seen from his editions of 
the Vulgate, where the lunula is constantly in its right place. 
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P. 55. " — — it cannot appear incredible that Stephens might make 
this seeming mistake on purpose ; — — " 

" Seeming mistake." It is not Mr. Porson's mode to deal 
in seemings ; and least of all on this point. Let the suspecter 
make it out to be a " seeming mistake" only; and the objec- 
tions to the notation in StephanuVs folio, become the " phan- 
toms bodiless and vain." Mr. Porson will then justify that 
enormous absurdity which Mr. Travis could believe, that there 
could have been found seven MSS. that agree in mangling the 
text, (I believe this is Mr. TVs own expression,) by leaving out 
tv ry ovpavy. u But," as Mr. Porson justly says, p. 69, " that 
seven Greek MSS. collected by the same person from different 
places; seven MSS. of different ages and merits, should all 
consent in a reading, that no critic or editor has been able, during 
the space of two centuries and a half, to find in any other MS. 
whatever, Greek or Latin, is such an excess of improbability, as 
the very men who maintain here, would be foremost to ridicule 
in any other dispute." And Griesbach [7], 691 Lond. 1810, 
" Vix enim comminisci potuissent quidquam tarn incredibile, 
quam est ilia de codicibus Stephanicis fabula." And I am to 
be told by Mr. Porson, that " it cannot appear incredible," that 
Stephanus might have made this " fabula" — this " excess of 
improbability" on purpose. 

P. 55. " so far, like Zacagni, (see Letter IT. p. 33.) honest in his 

fraud, that he furnishes every inquisitive reader with the means of de- 
tection." 

For an instance of fraud in this case, Mr. P. is obliged, we 
see, again to have recourse to Zacagni. We shall see how far 
even Zacagni can serve him, if we are to go together over the 
passage here referred to. 

After all, I say to those who are willing to attribute the 
wrong position of the lunula to fraud ; and are not " frightened 
from" asserting that Stephanus made " this seeming mistake on 
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purpose"— Can you not devise a method, by which he might 
have done this much more easily, to much better "purpose? 
and by which it could never have been shewn to be even a 
" seeming mistake V 9 What think you of leaving a blank in 
bis margin? His simple silence, as I conceive, would have 
supported this text, which he gave from his former editions, 
with all the marked MSS. that had the epistle. I see an 
obvious motive, then, for such a mistake as that being made 
on purpose. But by what means, I should like to know, was 
Stephanus ever to have had a suspicion of the possibility, 
that such exquisite management, and such intense stupidity, 
could meet together; so that it could be made the great 
question of criticism, whether or not he established the three 
heavenly witnesses in our Greek Testaments, by " the placing a 
crotchet V' By what means was he to foresee that there should 
be a Gibbon to be attacked by a Travis, and to be defended by 
a Porson and a Marsh ? I can conceive nothing more futile, 
more absurd, than the introducing of the folio edition into this 
question, with the opposing readings of the fifteen MSS. of the 
margin. But I have thought it right to let the reader see 
what sort of justice is to be expected at the hands of Mr. Porson ; 
when he can give his consent to have Stephanus condemned 
upon such grounds: " si poterisrecte, si non,quocunquemodo" — 

P. 55. " But as I am content with the other supposition, I say, — " 

Mr. Porson is content, for himself, to attribute to error, what 
he cannot with any reasonable pretence attribute to fraud : so 
he says, 

V.5S. "1. That Henry Stephens and not Robert collated the MSS." 

Mr. Porson has admirably adapted this to the pha&tomg of 
that brain, which could never dream of any thing but the col- 
lation of the marked MSS. for the margin of the folio. Let 
Mr- Porson, or any one of the learned and acute men who have. 
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made such an assertion as this, have changed places with the 
poor Archdeacon ; and he would have enquired what collation 
was meant, and which set of MSS. # Robert tells us in the 
preface to the folio, that there were three collations of the 
XVI MSS. with which he began his critical career ; and to 
whatever text they were referred, it was different from that 
with which the XV of the margin were collated; for that 
was the new text of that edition. 

When Mr. P. is pleased to assert his negative, " and not 
Robert," does he mean that he could give the slightest ground 
for suspicion that Robert never took part at any time, in any 
(Hie of the collations ? Why might not he, or any one of the 
ten learned foreigners, of whom Henry gives an account in 
his epistle prefixed to his Aulus Gellius, (Almeloveen, p. 31. 
Maittaire, p. 18.) or Vatable, in giving the readings of his own 
MS. «y, have borne a share in the collations? Can you show 
any one, besides Robert, who was concerned in the collation 
for the first edition ? Certainly not Henry, for we shall see that 
he lays claim to the honour of collating only for the folio, and 
the duodecimo, which had just preceded it. Can you show any 
ground for asserting that none of the MSS., of any set, were in 
foreign countries — Spain, Germany, England, Italy; so that 
neither Robert nor Henry ever saw them themselves ; but must 
have been furnished with the various readings by others? Sem- 
ler seems not to have thought any thing of the kind improbable. 
He says, in note 28 1 on Wetsten's Proleg. p. 373, " Ceterum 
non est dubitandum, codices regios et qui in propinquo erant, 
non sine patris arbitrio et adjumento a filio collatos fuisse." 

* The Preface says—" Superioribus diebus N. T. cum vetustissimis se~ 

decim scriptisexemplaribus— — collatum, minore forma, minutioribusque Regiis cha- 
raeteribus titri excadimus. Idem nunc iterum et tertio com iisdem collatum, majoribua 
vei© etiam Regiis typis excusum tibi offerimus"— 

It then proceeds to give an account of the margin, and of various readings preserved 
in it, where the new text of the folio differs from fifteen of the MSS. that had been ob- 
tained from all sources, and a printed edition, all of which arc denoted by the Greek 
numerals. 
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P. 55. " 2. That the collation was probably inaccurate and im- 
perfect." 

No doubt this was the case with every one of the collations 
of every set. I never heard of any collation that was not so. 
The second and the third collation of the first set, evidently 
admits as much. 

P. 55. " 3. That it certainly was not published entire." 

Most certainly. As Semler says (ubi supra) " Robertus ipse 
maxime elegit ea quae voluit typis exhibere, caeteris interea se- 
positis, quibus postea, cum Henricus communicaret, usus est 
Beza." Robert undertook only to give V. L. from the Com- 
plutensian edition, and from XV MSS. He does not profess 
to give any thing from the rest of his authorities, whether 
printed or manuscript. We therefore know nothing of these 
parts of the collations of his MSS. but from one single note, I 
believe, of his own ; and from some casual V. L. " quibus 
postea, cum Henricus communicaret, usus est Beza," in his com- 
mentary. 

P. 55. " 4. That Stephens's margin is full of mistakes iu the num- 
bers and readings of the MSS. 5. That the marks in the text are 
often misplaced or omitted. 6. That some of the very MSS. used by 
Stephens having been again collated, are found to agree in this critical 
passage with all the rest that have been hitherto examined. And 7. 
That therefore the semicircle, which now comes after the words tv rwi 
upavtoL in the seventh verse, ought to be placed after the words ev rrjt 
yrji in the eighth. " 

To this I reply, and what then ? Does this show that the 
acknowledged error in this place was typographical? And 
does all this tend in the slightest degree to show what Mr. P. 
undertakes to establish, viz. that Stephanus's error *afFects 
pur Greek testaments? As for the folio and its margin, 
I only ask you to leave me the first words of the preface, and 
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those readings, which demonstrate the truth of what appears 
there, viz. that he had another set, out of which he formed his 
first edition (cum vetustissimis sedecim scriptis exemplaribus) 
besides that of the XV which he marks with the Greek nu- 
merals; and you may (as far as this question is concerned) 
sacrifice the rest to the vanity of modern editors. The notion 
that the Epistle of St. John was contained in any other of the 
XV marked MSS. than those which arequoted in the margin, I 
consider the most empty vision of the most addled brain. And 
place the semicircle wheresoever you like, it still denotes a read- 
ing, that is more or less at variance with " our Greek Testa- 
ments." When therefore the acute historian was talking about 
typographical fraud or error in placing a crotchet ; he was only 
placing a crotchet in those addled brains. When Mr. Porson, 
pref. p. ii. with such inimitable skill, contented himself with the 
delicate insinuation, " that R. Stephenaj in his famous edition 
of 1550, inserted the verse," &c., he showed that he felt his 
total inability to " gainsay or resist" the two despised editions 
of 1546 and 1549, which had given the passage in the new 
form. And what shall I say of Mr. Butler ; when, Append. 
Hor. Bibl. ix. (p. 274) he tells us with unblushing front, " With 
respect to Robert Stephens's manuscripts ;— To explain this part 
of the case, to persons unacquainted with Stephens's celebrated 
edition of the Greek Testament, which gives rise to the present 
question, and which was the edition published by him in 1550 
— it is necessary to observe that the text of it is a re-impres- 
sion of the fifth of Erasmus, with a few alterations." Mr- 
Butler might safely depend upon his leaders being " persons 
unacquainted with Stephens's celebrated edition." But what 
in reality _had that " famous edition of 1550" to do with the 
point at issue, more than the fourth of 1551, or any one of the 
Elzivirs? Where is there a single Greek Testament exhibiting 
that reading which would be made by the " semicircle wrong 
placed." (p. S'2)? Where is the critic that has ever contended 
for it ? Of all those, Avho have been ruining the cause by their 
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defense, I know not one, whose folly has been sufficient for him 
to intimate, that such a reading could possibly have been given 
by the apostle. Beza immediately declared respecting tv ry upavy 
which would be thus rejected, " omnino videtur retinendum, ut 
tribus in terra testibus ista ex adverso respondeant." And all 
the world has acquiesced in his judgment. When therefore 
Mr. P. proves, that the lunula " ought to be placed after" tv n* yp 
what is it that he shows* but that the fifteen marked MSS. were 
all either without the epistle, or without the passage ; and 
therefore that none of them opposed that reading of it, which 
Stephanus had given in his former editions ? And if common 
sense and common honesty had been brought together to the 
question ; it could not have remained for me to tell the world, 
that the received text in this passage was established in the first 
and the second edition of Stephan : [I mention the second, 
because it corrects a typographical error of the first, not noticed 
in the table of errata,] nor when the fifteen marked MSS. are 
proved to have been all without it, that it must have been 
established there, from another part of the collation, which as 
Mr. P. so justly observes (3) " certainly was not published 
entire." 

P. 55. " You, Sir, answer in the first place, that H. Stephens was 
not the sole collator of the MSS. ( because there is no pretence for 
the assertion, and because reason, propriety, and probability, are all 
uniformly against it' p. 297. Now this is so fully proved in Wetstein's 
Prolegomena, p. 143, 144, that I should even be tempted to hope 
that if you had read them before you wrote your letters, you would 
have spared yourself a considerable quantity of disgrace and repent- 
ance (p. 56.)." 

AIL this " quantity of disgrace and repentance," that Mr. Tra- 
vis was to have been saved by reading Wetsten, I must incur, 
after having attended to all that both he and Mr P. have urged. 
Without thinking for a moment of Henry's character, " In suis 
cert£ scriptis frequentiua suae laudi studct;" (Maittaire 485, 
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quoted by Travis 3rd ed. 254.) I cannot see one of the quota- 
tions from him, that says any thing like " and not Robert." So 
far from proof that no other person was concerned in any part 
of the work of collation, I am unable to discern an intimation 
that any one of the collations of any one set of the MSS. was 
performed by Henry alone ; or that Henry had any concern in 
the collation of the XVI, for the first edition, or of any one of 
the printed authorities. And I must add to the quantity of 
my disgrace and repentance, by saying that the notion of the 
whole haying been performed by him alone, appears to me an 
absurdity, which nothing but gross misrepresentation of facts, 
could have made pass in the world. 

P. 56. u I shall repeat Wetstein's last quotation. Pater mens — cum 
N. T, Grcecum cummultis veiustis exemplaribus opera me a colla- 
Tum, primo quidem mitiutioribus typis — mox autem grandibus cha- 
racter ibus, &c. w 

Though this may be, as Wetsten says, " luoe meridana cla- 
rius/' for the confutation of his opponent's absurd theory ; what 
does it effect for substantiating his own ? Henry says, " mea 
opera collatum," I see nothing like " mea solius opera." Henry, 
says, " cum multis vetustis exemplaribus," not, as some gentlemen 
are pleased to assert, " cum XV tantum." Henry says, " primo 
quidem roinutioribus typis — mox autem grandibus — ," not a 
hint about the original edition of 1546 — not bis quidem minutio- 
ribua— deinde grandibus. I can see nothing, but what might 
have been said by a man without a spark of Henry's vanity, 
supposing him to have been at the head of the business, (primo 
quidem) in recollating the XVI original MSS. for the second 
12mo. edition of 1549, and soon afterwards (mole autem) in the 
different collations for the folio of 1550; in the first place, of all 
the MSS. for forming the text, and then of the XV with that 
text for the margin. And I hesitate not to say, that if Mr. 
Porson had seen any thing of the kind, he would have distinctly 
pointed it out ; and not contented himself with merely repeating 
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Wetsten's gratuitous assertion, " sole collator :" and " disguising 
the fact in a general expression" (note in next p.) " of the MSS." 
A few words to that purpose, would have more effect upon my 
mind, than any intimation of the quantity of disgrace and re- 
pentance that is to befal me, if I venture to question the decision 
of the critics, that no person but Henry, collated any one of the 
MSS. that Robert used for any one of his editions. 

The deduction from these words of Henry, appears very similar 
to that which the learned are pleased to make from what he 
says in his Concordance, respecting his father's subdivision of 
the text in his last edition, Henry says, " At contra eorum 
damnatricem instituti patris mei opinionem, inventum illud 
simul in lucem, simul in omnium gratiam venit." That division 
into verses, which we now follow, was the invention of Robert 
Etienne, as Henry here tells us. But what say our critics? 
They call " Robert Stephens the first inventor :" (Michaelis, 
Vol. II. ch. xiii. sect. xi. p. 527.) " for titejirst time the nume- 
rals were marked in the margin of his small edition of 1551.'' 
(Dr. J. Pye Smith, Eclectic Review, April, 1809, p. 330.) It 
" is remarkable for being the first edition of the New Testament 
divided into verses." (Home's Introduction, Part I, ch. iii. sect. ii. 
vol. ii. p. 136, 3rd ed.) But Brett, Dissert, on the Ancient 
Versions, in Watson's Tracts, p. 49, says, " Vatabtus, a French- 
man and an eminent Hebrician, about an hundred years after 
Rabbi Nathan, taking his pattern from him, published a Latin 
Bible with chapters and verses numbered with figures." Bengel 
Apparat, § xxxvi, p. 71. cd. 1763. "Atque antea Jacobus 
Faber textum Latinum et annotationes suas simul editas, alia et 
alia versuum distributione coagmentarat : — turn vero Stephanus, 
Fabri, opinor, invento aliquid addens — " And I have before 
me Sanctes Pagninus's Bible, 1528, with Tmematia, as Henry 
would call them, marked by numerals in the margin, and the 
text divided by a lunula C . Henry Etienne says, that his father 
wa3 inventor of our division of verses, and that he himself was 
collator of MSS. for his father's second and his third edition. 
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The learned say, that his father was first inventor of such a 
division, and that Henry was sole collator, 

P. 56. " To which add Beta's testimony to the same purpose. 
Ad hiec omnia accessit exemplar ex Stcphani nostri bibliotkeca cum 
vitjinti quinque plus minus manuscriptis codicibus et omnibus pene 
impressis diligentissime collation." 

Here Mr. P. tells us, and upon the authority of Beza himself, 
tho person who had the book of collations, and who, if we except 
the man from whom he received it, is now the only possible 
authority, that there were XXV + MSS.; XVI of which, as 
we learn from Stephanus's preface to his folio, were collated 
three several times; and almost all the printed editions. Now 
to suppose that the whole business of collation was performed 
by one single man, appears to me so gross, that I think no one 
who had fairly stated what the work really was, could have 
maintained the notion for a moment. I say, therefore, without 
any further evidence than this, not only that there exists not 
the least proof that Henry did the whole ; hut that it is a perfect 
absurdity to have ever imagined it. His age (18) at the time of 
the first collation, four years before the N. T. was published 
" grandibus charact.eribus et magno volumine," says loudly with 
respect to that, " not Henry." 

P. 56. " Thus Beza in his first edition of 1556. But in his second 
edition, when R. Stephens was dead, these important words follow 
after impressis : ab Henrico Stepiiano ejus filio et paternx 
sedvlitatis hjerede quam diligentissime collatum." 

And what were " t/ie important words," " when R. Stephens 
was" alive? "Sed quod ad Vetera N.T. Grseci exemplaria attinet, 
quorum fides et authoritas in his annotationibus ssepissime cita- 

tur-' de hoc te commonefaciendum per me putavit 

illorum author " Thus, at the end of the Apoca- 
lypse, " Lectorem monuit typographus. Edit. 1. f. 335," as 
Wetsten says, 148. 7. (381 Sender): so Mr. Porson must have 
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been well acquainted with " these important words :" for after 
all his ridicule of the poor Archdeacon, we cannot suppose him 
to have been ignorant of Wetsten's Prolegomena ; where we find 
them so distinctly cited* Indeed he refers to them himself; 
Gentleman's Magazine, 1790, p. 128 b. Kidd,p. 353. Travis 
himself, after Mr. P. had forced him to read it, gives the words 
at p. 247, 3d edit. This was the best possible method of authen- 
ticating the various readings which Beza gave from the XXV + 
MSS. " (cum alia turn ea omnia quce in regis Gallorum biblio- 
theca extant,)" not merely the eight that were collated with the 
text of the folio, but the XV, — ea omnia, that Stepharius had 
received from the King's library ; as we learn from his Resp. ad 
Cens. Theol. Paris, p. 37, given by Wetsteti in loo .p. 724; in 
the French, leaf 23. Bat in Beza'* "second edition, when R. 
Stephens was dead," it is pretty evident that this couM not 
stand : the paterna oeduliias could not then be vouched. Bo in 
criticism, as in law, you must be satisfied with the best evidence 
that does exist. ITiis was he, who bore so large a part in the 
two hitter collations for the two editions, 1549, 1550; when 
he became a man, and was capable of it. The paterna se- 
dulitotis hares is therefore now appealed to, and "these im- 
portant words follow after impresm ab Henrico" &c. Suffer 
me then to take the important words of both editions — and 
I cannot conceive how Beza's work could exhibit more de- 
cisive evidence of the truth of those various readings which he 
gives from all parts of the exemplar — readings selected from the 
whole of the XXV + MSS. that Mr. Porson so justly tells us, 
had been collated. 

P. 561. " Observe in all this proceeding the craft of a printer and 
editor." 

1 say, " Observe in all this proceeding the craft of a" critic, 
who finds it necessary to get rid of the labors of the poor 
"printer and editor." Let us see how, that whicfh should have 
been for iiherr health, is to 'be -unto them an occasion of falling. 
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P. 57. " Robert was aware that by telling hia readers who was the 
collator, he might infuse a suspicion into their minds, that the work 
was negligently performed ; he therefore carefully avoided mentioning 
that circumstance." 




The first piece of craft, is such as that which is here charged 
upon Stcphanus, the suppression of truth. Richard " was aware 
that by telling his readers who was" the printer of Beza's 2nd 
edition, he must banish all " suspicion" from "their minds;" 
" he therefore carefully avoided mentioning" the circumstance, 
that Henry printed the second edition of 1565, as Robert did 
the first of 1556. So that each afforded the best possible evi- 
dence, then in existence, for the accuracy of the " exemplar 

cum viginti quinque plus minus manuscriptis codicibus 

iMIigcuLissime collatum." 

Craft the second is more audacious : we are told that " Robert 
was aware" — -that Robert " therefore carefully avoided." Did 
Robert then write the preface? Did he write one word of the 
book, except what we have seen above? I thought that it was 
" Beza's testimony," and that it was " Thus Beza" spoke "in 
his first edition of 1556." But Richard " was aware" that if 
he had made it to be Beza, that carefully avoided mentioning 
the circumstance "in hia first edition of 1556;" the question 

mid recur, what made him to be so careful to publish it in 
edition of 1565 1 As Beza's various readings were taken 
the different collations of tho XXV + MSS. of Ste- 
phanus, he most certainly would carefully avoid mentioning 
any circumstance, that could derogate from their authority. 
So far the story goes very well : but we were promised to 
have craft shewn us " in all this proceeding." How comes 
it then to turn to driveling imbecility; and that the secret, 
upon the keeping of which every thing was to depend, should 
be blabbed in the edition of 1565 ? And what was tho death 
of Robert to do with letting out the circumstance, which they 
were so carefully to avoid mentioning, according to Mr. Porson's 
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i Beza to have common sense only on the tenure of 






theory ? 
Robert's life ? 

A third piece of craft is seen in the " suspicion" which Mr. 
Porson takes care to infuse into Ike minds of his readers, " that 
tho work was negligently performed" in all its parts. Wetsten's 
quotations, as I have acknowledged, give us nothing that can 
affect the first edition; but they refer to the second and the 
folio, when Henry came to have any part of the work — " primo 
quidem minutioribus typis — mox auteni graudibus charac- 
teribus;" and they prove sufficiently the attention that was be- 
stowed on that part of these collations, be it what it would that 
fell to his share. And other testimonies may be found : I have 
observed one myself in the Thesaurus, Vol. I. p. 253 b, onatTiapn, 
I am aware that these do nothing for settling the authority of 
1 John v. 7, 8. which was fixed before Henry could have had 
any share in the work. But, let it be remembered, that the 
XVI MSS. from which the new text for our passage was 
formed in the first edition, were submitted, as well as the others, 
to the critical eye of Henry, who has evinced all this accuracy, 

[and that the new form was continued, with a correction of its 
typographical error in the second, and afterwards in the folio. 
A fourth piece of craft consists in the calm assumption, that 
there could be but one person to perform the work of all those 
different collations. The writer of the preface, call hirn Robert 
or Theodore, as you like, " carefully avoided mentioning the 
circumstance" that Henry was the sole collator, for the best of 
all possible reasons, namely, that he was not the sole collator. 
" By telling his readers" that Henry " was the collator," he 
would not have been infusing a suspicion into their minds, that 
the work was negligently performed ; but he would have been 
infusing a direct falsehood. Mr. Porson was aware of this, when 
he came to reprint this letter. It is recorded in Stephanus's pre- 
face to his folio, that the second authority df those whose various 
readings are given in the margin, was collated by some friends 
in Italy. If Henry's mode of expression could mislead any one 
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in the quotation from his preface to Marlorat, as we see it has 
done in that from his Concordance; here was a decided fact, 
that left no room for doubt. Did this then make the Professor 
retract the hasty absurd deduction, that no one but Henry had 
any share in all the work of collation 1 Mr. Porson, it is true, 
declared that he was always unwilling to attribute to fraud, 
what he could with any reasonable pretence attribute to error. 
But this, let it be observed, was error to be ascribed to Ste- 
phanus; not one of such importance to be acknowledged for 
himself. Rather than avow this one error of his own, he attri- 
butes, without any pietence whatever, two frauds to Ste- 
phanus. It is thus that Mr. Porson gets rid of Stephanus's flat 
contradiction. He now adds a note, 

P. 57, note. " With the same caution, speaking of his No. 2. (now 
our Cambridge MS.) he calls it exemplar vetustissimum in Italia ab 
amicis collalwn, arrtjiXridcv. Without fairly confessing or openly 
violating the truth, that it was collated by his son Henry, he disguises 
the fact in a general expression. I have not forgotten Mr. Travis's 
masterly construction of the sentence, p. 284. ' It was the exemplar, 
the book itself, then (and not the lections out of it) which was collected 
or (rather) procured for R. Stephens, by his friends in Italy.' " 

If Mr. Porson had said that No, 2. as far as we know of it, 
and our Cambridge MS. are the same for all critical purposes, 
no one would controvert it. But when such a man asserts, that 
they are one and the same, it ought to be observed, that he is 
only repeating Wctsten's blunder ; which was corrected by 
Sender, note 44, who refers to Simon (sur MSS. p. 60.) "et 
carter! omnes eruditi." 

Mr. Porson notices the Archdeacon's mode of construing 
Stephanus ; and his own is scarcely less to be admired. As 
Trinculo says in the play, " misery acquaints a man with strange 
bed-fellows." Neither of them chooses to let the Italian friends 
have any concern in the collation. As Henry says, " opera mea 
collatum," Mr. Porson will not allow it possible that one morsel 
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of the work of collation could be performed by any one else. As 
Beza says, on 1 Cor. vii. 29, " Sic lego et distinguo hunc locum 
ex sedecim vetustorum Stephani codicum," Mr. Travis, who 
can think of nothing but the marked copies of Stephanus' mar- 
gin of his folio, is pleased to conclude, ed. 3, p. 397, note, 
" that R. Stephens had in his possession the MS. ji ;" which, by 
the bye, had not the epistles. 

In Italia ab amicis colla turn, says Stephanus. "This sentence 
(as Mr. P. says on another clause of this preface, at p. 63,) to 
an ordinary reader, would be very intelligible, but Mr. Travis is 
no ordinary reader." No : nor yet was either of his corres- 
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" Collatum ojti/SXijOev of Stephanus must import" says Mr. 
Travis (284, 2d edition, and he has the hardihood to repeat it, 
397, 3d edition) " that the exemplar, the book itself was pro- 
cured (and not the lections out of it collected) for R. Stephens, 
by his friends in Italy." 

Ab amicis, " by his son Henry," says Mr. P. "he disguises 
the fact in a general expression." 

" In Italia" Mr. P. does not meddle with ; but if /3 is to form 
one of the " sixteen copies in the gross," as Mr. P. calls that 
set of MSS. from which the first edition was formed, (p. 63,) and 
it was collated for that edition by Henry in 1 546 ; then " in Italia" 
by an easy substitution of Cis-Alpine Gaul for Trans-Alpine, 
must bo construed "at Paris:" because Henry never went to 
Italy till 1547. 

According to Mr. P. what Stephanus says is " craft" — " cau- 
tion" — " without fairly confessing or openly violating the truth." 
The latter is much more than I can say of Stephanus's commen- 
tators. Show me, if you can, the slightest ground for suspi- 
cion, that the words of Stephanus were not perfectly true, in 
their plain and obvious sense — except that it flatly contradicts 
the assumption, that there was but one set of MSS. but one col- 
lation of that set, and but one person to make that collation. 

And if Stephanus found it necessary carefully to avoid men- 
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ming who was the collator of /I — if " prudential motives in- 
duced him at that time to conceal his name," (note 113, p. 690, 
on Michaelis, vol. ii. p. 238,) I should like to know why he could 
not hold his tongue here, as you are pleased to say he did in 
Beza's preface. I ask Mr. Porson's dupes, for what possible 
reason Stephanus should make any distinction with respect to 
fi\ but that it was actually collated by different persons, and in 
a different place from the other XIV. of the margin. Was the 
wonying of Erasmus, and the jealous watching of the Paris di- 
vines, to induce Stephanus to make this seeming mistake on 
purpose ; furnishing such inquisitive readers, as Mr. Travis and 
his two correspondents, with the means of detection ? 

P. 57. " Another instance of this management may be seen in the 
preface to his first edition, where he says, that he has not suffered a 
letter to be printed but what the greater part of the better MSS, like 
so many witnesses, unanimously approved." 

The self-same management, if management it is to be, attended 
the conclusion, as well as the commencement of his critical la- 
bors. In hie Respons. p. 36, he gives us his firm reply to 
Castellan, who had reprobrated his obstinacy, in not giving way 
to the tampering of the Sarbonne. " Nego me posse adduci ut 
unquam contra fidem omnium codicum quicquam mutarem, at- 
que ita falsarios deprehenderer." French, leaf 22, " Je luy di 
que jamais on ne m'eust sceu amenera a ce point, de change* 
rien au texte contre ce qui se trouuoit par tous les exemplaire 
pourestre parce moyen trouue faulsaire," (Maittaire, p. 67.) 
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I know that all critics do agree in this — all who have taken 
pains to produce new editions, and those who have enlisted 
under their banners. I am perfectly aware of the conspiracy, 
and of the causes of it. I am aware, too, that the ipse dixit of 
these critics, who do thus agree, passes as irrefragable, with a 
c 2 
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world which k much more ready to take upon trust, than to take 
the pains of examining.- These critics, however, we are told, 
have taken pains in comparing Stephen's editions. Comparing 
them with what? With the MSS. from which Stephanus pro- 
fessed to form them ? No. I know that Mill has sapiently col- 
lated the first edition with another set ; and whoever considers 
the result of that collation, will see that this must have been the 
case. But when they make their modest assertion, that Ste- 
phanus's boast, with respect to his first edition is " utterly false," 
I ask, what do they know of the XVI MSS. from which ha 
thus solemnly protested, that he never deviated? I quote the 
words of " that Divine/' who, as Dr. Carpenter says, (ag. Magee, 
p.xxxiv.) "holds the first rank among our English critics,* 9 
when I tell you of MSS. being " at present either lost or buried 
in obscurity, in the same manner as the Codex Boreeli, the Codex 
Camerarii, the Codex Rhodiensis, Erasmus's MS. of the Reve- 
lation, and several other manuscripts of the Greek Testament, 
used by Stephens himself— Note 114, on Michaelis II. P. 239, 
p. 698. If I allow that VIII. out of the XV. MSS. which he 
had ftom the King's library (Respons. p. 37, as above) were those 
identical royal MSS. whose various readings are given in the 
margin of the folio ; who, I pray you, has collated the remain- 
ing VIII of the first edition ; who can pretend to tell me what 
they are, and in what state they are? And who, I ask you, can 
tell me any thing of the MSS. used for forming the text of the 
folio; but from those various readings that are given in the mar- 
gin?, for I think that those preserved by Beza will not enable 
you to fix upon the rest. Mr. Porson says, p. 232, " Who ever 
Called R. Stephens a cheat, because he retains many readings in 
his edition which he found in no MS. ? w I am afraid that t 
shall not be equally polite to the gentlemen who make the asser- 
tion, that R. Stephens retains many readings in his edition* 
which he found in no MS. But it should seem that, according 
to Mr, P. Stephanus's guilt is to be proved by comparing the 
editions with one another. 
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P. 58. u They know that Stephens has not observed this rule Con- 
stantly, because his editions often vary from one another, " 

Does it then follow that the editions cannot each be taken from 
MSS. because they vary from each other? Griesbach's editions 
vary from each other, but I never heard this inference drawn with 
respect to them. The variation, I have understood, might be 
accounted for, so as to leave Griesbach in possession of his 
" boast." Old MSS. might have been better collated, or new ones 
might have been obtained ; and thus the 2d edition might give 
new readings. I have yet to learn why this might not be the 
case with Stephanus. I am here directly at issue with the con- 
spiring critics, who it seems are not " always unwilling to attrir 
bute to fraud, what they can" very reasonably attribute to the 
man's doing his duty as editor. " His editions often vary from 
one another." Well ; this is one reason with me for believing 
that he followed his MSS. I do not infer what they* technically 
I presume, call " management." My inference is, that the ma- 
terials from whence the editions were formed, had varied. It will 
be for the reader to decide, whether Stephanus's boast and my 
logic be " utterly false, as all critics agree :" and it may be of some 
use to him in making his decision, to observe that the XVI 
original MSS. were, as Stephanus declares in the preface to the 
folio, collated three times over; and that, as Mr. P. himself has 
just informed us, they were increased in number to XX V+ ; or 
as the man who must know best — he who superintended the 
work for the second and the third edition has stated it, to more 
than thirty. (Praf. to ed. 1587, in Wetsten, p. 143. Sender 
369.) 

■ p. 58. " and in his third edition often from all his MSS. 

even by his own confession." 

This is a curious confession for any editor to make : and, let it 
be observed, Mr. Porson himself has told us the moment before^ 
that Stephanus, when he published his first edition, declared 
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that he had given nothing " but what the greater part of the 
better MSS. approved;" and, as we have just seen, "this boast" 
was pretty nearly repeated, after he had concluded his third edi- 
tion. It is also a curious circumstance, that this confession was 
utterly unknown for fourscore years ; during which time it was 
universally believed that he had always followed some of the 
XXX + MSS. that his son Henry said he had seen; though 
the good doctors of the Sarbonne were as anxious to demolish 
his N. T. as Wetsten, Griesbach, or Mr. P. could possibly be. 
But Mr. Porson tells us, that the critics know that he actually 
did make such a confession* Why then, when they have Ste- 
phanus confitentem reum, I think we might expect to be shamed 
by the words of the confession being blazoned before us ; or, at 
least, some reference to the place where it was registered. I want 
to know under what circumstances he was brought to this most 
wonderful confession ; and who were the witnesses. I must add 
also, that I should like to have the very words in which he ac- 
knowledged his guilt. I am fresh from that admirable piece of 
criticism that makes €t in Italia ab amicis," to mean u my sou 
Henry at Paris ;" I should like therefore to be allowed to see my- 
self that the words attributed to him actually express that his 
text varies from all his MSS. 

P. 58. " But because Mr. Griesbach took this point for granted ; 
not foreseeing that a man would be found so hardy or ignorant as td 
deny it, you insult him, p. 298, and call his assertion groundless, im- 
probable, uncandid, and injurious. These are the magic words that 
have charmed your converts of the first eminence? 

Mr. Griesbach, in the whole of his most able and judicious 
work, never showed, according to my notions, so much judgment, 
as he did, when he " took this point for granted. 9 ' But when the 
professed defender of Stephanus came to it, did he not exult ? 
Was there no song of triumph? No. Mr. Travis had nothing 
but those " empty visions," in his poor " brain." Nothing coujd 
satisfy him, but grex noster: he must have the authority of 
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every MS. in the margin of the folio. One out of the " XXX et 

plures," seen by Henry, was nothing to a man, determined to 
have a majority of all known MSS. for the heavenly witnesses ; 
so the test copied from the little editions is utterly beneath his 
notice. " Give me" XVI. " or else I die." The reader will see 
that there is great danger of my insulting Mr. Griesbach, much 
more than the poor Archdeacon did: groundless, improbable, 
uncandid, &c. would certainly not satisfy my notions. They 
appear to me as vapid as the Archdeacon's accusation. When 
these editions of Stephanus have the inestimable value of having 
been begun with a determination of quitting the received text, 
(of Erasmus) wherever it was not supported by the XVI MSS. 
with which these editions commenced — and of having ap- 
proached nearer and nearer to it, as the collation became more 
accurate, and the number of MSS. increased; I cannot stand 
unmoved, at seeing a modern editor at once throw them aside ; 
taking it for granted, that Stephanus often varied from all his 
MSS ; or at least allowing them to have then only any value 
when the received text opposes them. 

And now, when the fact of the point having been thus 
assumed, is fairly acknowledged; what is the case with him 
whose talents, even among the Wetstens and the Griesbachs, 
shine forth, " velut inter ignes Iuna minores ?" Mr. Porson 
" took this point for granted." And yet, to adopt Mr. P.'s 
words at p. 60, " up starts a grave and reverend gentleman, and 
tells us with a serious face," that Professor Porson " has left 
nothing to be said on the subject [of the disputed passage] 
either in vindication or reply." (Dr. Adam Clarke, end of his 
note.) Here is an accusation, which involves not merely our 
rage, but the whole N. T. Did Dr. Clarke pass this over, 
tnworthy of his notice ; or did he really think, that the Pro- 
fessor left nothing further to be said, when he " took this point 
for granted V And did Dr. Adam Clarke think himself warranted 
by this assumption, to say (Sacred Literature, p. 85,) that " of 
all the MSS. yet discovered, which contain this epistle, amount- 
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ing to more than one hundred, only three, two of which are of no 
authority, have the words." It is true that we have in Mr. 
Porson, " the magic words," hardy or ignorant " to charm his 
converts of the first eminence." But even after the Professor's 
anathema, there is a man to be found, u so hardy or ignorant as 
to deny it." Ecce adsum qui feci ; ignorant of any place where 
Stephanus has told us any thing about the reading of "all his 
MSS," except that of 1 Cor. xv. 51. to Castellan, in his Resp. 
p. 36, referred to above ; hardy, because Mr. Griesbach is thus 
" deserted at his utmost need." I cannot help suspecting that 
Mr. Porson was aware, either that the document, upon which 
they depend, was a forgery; or that thfe confession did not 
amount to varying from all his MSS. 

P. 58, " Editors and printers are such conscientious people, that we 
may be sure they will never practise any tricks of their profession, or 
give their own publications undeserved praise." ' 

I beg the reader to observe, that I make no such claim for 
those contemned beings, that have been " editors and printers." 
But I do demand for them, that they shall not be assumed to be 
guilty, without proof: and I shall not suffer myself to be duped 
by the editors and critics, when they practise the tricks of their 
profession; and would establish their editions, on the ruin of 
all their predecessors, by taking this point for granted. 

P, 58. " And whoever offers to think that they may sometimes be- 
stow extravagant commendations on their own labour, diligence, or 
fidelity, is totally void of literary candour and Christian charity" 
(p. 59. 125.) 

When the editor and printer in question, gave such solemn 
assurances, both at the commencement, and after the conclusion 
of his labors ; and these assurances were never called into doubt, 
for eighty years, by his bitterest enemies ; " whoever offers to 
think" that he violated these engagements, merely on the ground 
that those, who would find him a troublesome evidence, have 
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" agreed 19 to take u this point for granted," I should search out 
for some more appropriate u terms, to give him out," than those 
which denote want of literary candour, &c. whether it be the 
head, or the heart, that is in fault. 

P. 58. w But an example will make this position clearer." 

It seems that Mr. Porson after all, thinks that he can find 
one instance. It is enough to say, in the words of the adage, 
that one swallow does not make summer. Still a single instance 
would throw some suspicion; let us therefore see the utmost 
that the Professor can do. 

P. 58. " In the eleventh verse of the second chapter of Matthew 
all the MSS. the Complutensian edition, nay the very MS. from which 
Erasmus published his edition, have eilov instead of evpov, but Erasmus 
upon the single authority of a faulty copy of Theophylact, altered it to 
evpov; Stephens in his third edition followed Erasmus, and evpoy 
infects our printed Testaments to this day." 

f< Stephens in his third edition." What is the third edition 
to me, more than any of the Elzivirs ? I thought that we were 
to have an example that would make Mr. P/s position clear, with 
regard to that which alone concerns the question about 1 John 
v. 7, 8. No. Mr. Porson will not u be found so hardy, or so 
ignorant," as to tread in the steps of Mill, 1177, &c. ; and to 
pretend to pick out one single instance, in the edition which 
gave our passage in the new form — that form, which " infects 
our printed Testaments to this day." But a single instance, 
even from the third edition, might reflect back some shade of 
suspicion on the first, and give some room for a possibility 
of doubt respecting our text. Let us follow Mr. Porson 
then. 

" All the MSS." All what MSS. ? If this jneans all the 
MSS. that Mr. Porson ever saw, I shall readily allow it : and 
shall, like our learned translators, and their predecessors in 
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the Bishops' bible, bow to the sentence which he pronounces, 
that Ivpov infects our printed Testaments ; though Whitby and 
Wolfius were of a different opinion. But this is not enough ; 
it is not sufficient for him to show, that almost all the MSS. of 
Griesbach (Codices tantum non omnes) have ettiov, he has to 
prove that not one of Stephanus's had hpov : and when it comes 
to the point, you see that Mr. Porson will not undertake this. 

Stephens in his third edition followed Erasmus. Very well : 
and what then ? I have no doubt that he made it the general 
principle of his third edition, to follow Erasmus's text, (the 
then received text,) wherever he found it supported by his own 
MSS. His first edition then has " eitiov instead of kvpov ;" and I am 
ready to allow that, when he " altered it to kvpoy" in his third 
edition ; he " followed Erasmus." Was it impossible for him to 
copy a Greek MS. (it shall be as bad as you like,) when he 
thus followed Erasmus? Mr. Porson takes this point for granted. 
if ow mark how much better Wetsten does this : u Erasmus in 
codicem vitiosum Theophylacti incidens, qui pro tilov habebat 
Ivpov, codicem 2. quern typographis edendum dedit, sua manu 
correxit, cui Stephanus editione tertia, reclamantibus, ut fatetur, 
omnibus suis Codicibus temere adstipulari non dubitavit" 

This is like a man : you have the proof positive, you see, from 
Stephanus's own confession : and it is not " all the MSS.," but 
" omnibus suis codicibus," which is repeated upon our passage, 
p. 724, 2nd par. — ipsa Stephani editio palam testatur, editorem 
a lectione omnium suorum codicum recessisse, et aliam lectionem 
recepisse — ." With this,, what wonder that the Archdeacon of 
blessed memory, should add in his third edition, p. 18$, ,thi 8 
note (k) to what he had given in his 2nd ed. p. 118. " III 
Matthew ii. 11. R. Stephens follows Erasmus in writing typov in* 
stead of tilov : they foun d, instead of they saw the child. , And 
this circumstance has been amplified into a desertion of his plan, 
as well as of his MSS. But the charge is ill-founded. His 
plan was to accept, by whatever hand it might be offered, that 
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which appeared to him to be the genuine reading of Scripture. 
And he accorded with Erasmus in preferring hpov, probably 
because (both words affording nearly the same sense,) the same 
verb, IvptiTt, occurs before in the eighth verse. In acting thus, 
therefore, he deserted not his plan, but followed it, Nor did he, 
in any culpable sense desert his MSS : for he tells us frankly, 
eiSovf* jra,r<. All my MSS. read «W Dr. Hales too. Faith 
in the Holy Trinity, (1818.) vol. ii. p. 19. " Griesbach objects, 
that " Stephens frequently follows Erasmus, contrary to the 
credit and authority of all his MSS." Proleg. p. xviii. This 
censure is praise. — Stephens did not, like Griesbach, servilely 
follow the external evidence of manuscripts, versions, and 
fathers only ; he carefully weighed the internal also, and made 
that his chief standard. Of this we have a remarkable instance 
in Matt. ii. 11. where he follows Erasmus in the reading kvpov, 
" they found" instead of eilav, " they saw." Though he can- 
didly confesses, ciSoy—ev tram, " All my MSS. read eiSoy," 

"He, therefore, was fully justified in rejecting the authority 

of all his Greek MSS. upon such a combination of evidence." p. 20. 
It may appear very invidious in me, to take upon me to decline, 
for Stephanus, all this praise, which Dr. Hales finds in Gries- 
bach's censure. But the truth must be told. Stephanus, poor 
simple man, did not think himself " fully justified in rejecting 
the authority of all his Greek MSS." And to talk of his 
" deserting his MSS.," and not doing it, " in any culpable 
sense," he would have said, was nonsense. The whole praise 
that he claimed, was that of making a selection from his MSS., 
and giving a text accordingly. " All critics agree," as Mr. 
Porson tells us, to deny this to him ; but they shall see, and be 
ashamed for their envy. (Isa. xxvi. 11.) 

As, however, Erasmus is introduced, to make out that no 
MS. authority existed; a word or two must be premised rer 
specting him. " Erasmus upon the single authority of a faulty 
copy of Theophylact." — There happens to be another " single 
authority" (more last words of Mr. Baxter,) Wetsten ProL 44. 
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{116 Semi.) on this very codex 2, " quern typographis edendum 
dedit," speaking of the corrections by Erasmus, has — " Matt, it. 
11. etBo v\ kvpov ex Versione Vulgata:" and let it be observed, 
this is not an old forgotten piece of criticism, reprinted from 
the edition of 1730; for it does not appear there, see p. 58. 
.Mill in Loc. was able to find another " unum excipiam Epipha-r 
nium et Vulg. Interp." Whitby Exam. — yet another " Hiero- 
nymus vero Vulg. Epiphanius IvpovP Now I should like to 
inow how Wetsten and our Professor would have accounted for 
the existence of all these proofs of the faulty reading : and till I am 
informed, I shall take the liberty to suppose that they came from 
some faulty Greek copies, one of which furnished Erasmus with 
his correction. If Mr. P. had been able to keep, for five pages, 
to his principle, " I am always unwilling to attribute to fraud 
what I can, with any reasonable pretence, attribute to error," he 
would still have not stood singular in taking such a solution ; 
for Mill says, 1229, " kvpov quod reperit in uno fortasse aliquo 
Cod. Erasmus obstinate retinuit ;" which I think is not abso- 
lutely contradicted by Griesbach's " Codd. tantum non omnes." 
.Wetsten laid down his charge of villainy against Erasmus in good 
round terms, in the first edition of his Prolegomena, 67 bott. 
(ante tamen Erasmus hunc codicem ad fidem Theophylacti alio* 
rumque Patrum, interdum etiam ex conjecture, correxit) ; but he 
found himself obliged afterwards to correct his own conjecture ; 
and had to add, after " aliorumque Patrum," et ex Versione 
Xatina, aut aliis codicibus Gnecis, Prol.44. Semi. 116. 

Now, then, for those who charge Stephanus with avowing 
that he gave his text contrary to all his MSS., and those who 
glory in the charge. I say, in the name of common honesty to 
the one party, and in the name of common sense to the other, — 
where has he confessed that he has given the reading, " recla- 
mantibus omnibus suis MSS. ;" where does " ipsa Stephani 
editio palam testatur editorem a lectione omnium suorum codi- 
cum recessisse V 9 Where does he teU us frankly — where does 
he candidly confess, '* All my MSS. read tifovl" Where, ex- 
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ccpt as before excepted, to Castellan, docs he himself say any 
thing about the reading of " all his MSS,?" Where does he 
say a word of the reading of any, but the XV of the margin, 
except in the case referred to above ; viz. Eph. iii. I., where, as 
Griesbach's says, " Ktwavxty*' alii apud Stephanum?" 

I can very readily believe that when the good Archdeacon 
and his disciple of Killesandra inserted the possessive pronoun, 
and made uiov — sv vani to express " all my MSS. read nfov," 
they very honestly believed that all the XV of the margin had 
this passage, and gave rife* instead of Ivpov. Poor Travis says 
for Stephanus, with respect to 1 John v. 7, 8. " In all my Greek 
MSS. from whence I compiled my Greek edition of a.d. 1550, 
the whole of the same disputed passage is also read, except in 

seven only " 2d ed. 302, 3d ed. 415. 1 should not, however, 

be charitable enough to think so of the man, who inserted 
" sttis," and said, " reclamantibus, ut fatetur, omnibus suis codi- 
cibus." I should say that Mr. Porson, whose judgement is no 
less to be admired than his acutcness, had reason sufficient for 
not committing himself to Wetsten's assertions on Matt, ii. II, 
if he saw only in what a different manner he could express him- 
self respecting the reading of u£e\<pavc, Matt. v. 47, which stands 
hi precisely the same circumstances. " Erasmus tamen, qui 
testatur plerosque Gra?cos codices habere <pi\ovc, et Stephanusqui 
tjiiXovs zv x-aoi repent, hanc lectionem nescio qua de causa secuti 
non sunt." I should go on to say, that Wetsten might have 
been able to see it possible for Stephanus, " qui ftXovc tv nam 
repent" still to maintain his boast of never giving a reading that 
was not supported by his MSS., whilst he retained aci\<j«ivc. I 
should even say, that he was well aware that Stephanus never 
confessed that he had in all more than ten of his MSS. against 
him. I should say this, if I had seen only his boast, p. 146. 3. 
(Semt. 375.) that he had supplied Stephanus's omission of giving 
a description of the MSS. of his margin, and " piseter Complu- 
tensem Editionem habuisse exemplaria Evangeliorum decern, 
,ctorum et Epistolarum octo, Apocalypseos vero non nisi duo." 
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I am, fortunately, not left to draw the inference myself; and I 
thus escape the suspicion of being anxious to attribute to fraud, 
what I might have attributed to error, when I say that Wet- 
sten, and whoever so far exceeded Mr. Travis in knowledge, as 
to have read through Wetsten's Prolegomena (Porson 4. 56. 74.) 
knew perfectly that the whole which could be said with truth 
was " reclamantibus, ut fatetur, decern ex iis Codicibus manu- 
scriptis, quorum variantes lectiones posuit in interior! margine." 

Wetsten has himself distinctly stated that tv iratn, in the gos- 
pels meant this, where he is giving his celebrated demonstration 
of the falsehood of the Barberini readings. P. 62. (162 Semi.) 
Bengeliushad instanced John i. 42. " ubi differentia articuli Vul- 
gatum non tangit, et Stephani margo plane vacat;" he replies, 
that Caryophilus would argue " Stephani codices decern i. e. 
omnes legisse o Xpim-os cum articulo ;" not you see here " omnes 
sjios," but " decern i. e. omnes ;" and he shows that no man of 
common sense and the least knowledge, could make any thing 
more of it, than that ten of the MSS. of the margin, two thirds 
only of that one set had the reading. When, therefore, Wetsten 
inserted suis, to make Stephanus's omnibus refer to it, " all his 
MSS." instead of, all those of the margin that have the passage, 
was it, I ask, accordingto his Homeric prayer, that he professed, 
Prol. 205. (508 Semi.) iroir,a y frmtyiiv,— or the Horatian, that 
he gives to his opponent, " Pulchra Laverna, Da mihi fallere ?" 
Who will now wonder that Mr. Porson should be himself, as we 
have seen he says of Stunica {p. 45.) " so mild and tame in this 
particular instance," that when he comes to the point, he should 
make it " all the MSS.," not all his, and should depend for bis 
proof upon Stephanus's text agreeing with that of Erasmus ? 

But Wetsten was driven to the ratio ultima of Critics. He 
had no other way of making out his point, viz. " in memoriam 
revocandum est, omnes vulgatas editiones non nisi ex duobus 
non optimaenotEe Codicibus, uno Erasmi, Cotnplulensium altera, 
prodiiBse;" Animadvers. et Caut. It. p. 870, or as it stands in 
Bishop Marsh's Lectures. VI. p. 110, " The text therefore i 
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daily use resolves itself at last into the Complutensian and the 
Erasmian editions. Griesbach, p. V. (or XVIII. Lond. 1809) 
" Editiones omnes Elzevirianis anterioreB, immo ipsa etiam Elze- 
viriana, e duabus recensionibus fluxerunt, Complutensium scilicet 
editorum et Erasmi." " This, Dr. Griesbach, in his excellent 
prolegomena, has placed beyond controversy," Butler Hor. 
Biblic. I. p. 167. 4th ed. Had Wetsten ventured to say on 
Matt. ii. 11. reclamantibus codicibue decern, i, e. omnibus, I 
think there is no one, I do not except Archdeacon Travis, who 
would not have made some hesitation respecting the proof that 
Stephanus's " third edition often varies from all his MSS. even 
by his own confession." And this too, even supposing him to 
be in the most profound ignorance of Stephanus having spoken 
in his preface of another set of XVI. MSS.— of his having spoken 
in his answer to the Paris divines, of XV. from the royal library — 
of Beza's testifying, as Mr. Porson has shewn us, that he had in 
all XXV +. — and Henry, the principal collator for the 2d and the 
3d ed. having stated them at more than thirty. No creature 
could have allowed that" ipsa Stephani editio palara testatur, 
editorem a lectionc omnium suorum codicum recessisse, et aliam 
lectionem recepisse :" every one must have seen that " ev waat, in 
omnibus Codicibus" never, in any instance, could possibly mean 
all, even of the one set, but merely all those of the XV. that 
happen to have the passage. 

But if Stephanus's own evidence against himself is not suffi- 
cient to convict him, are there no means of supplying its defect ? 
He very clearly shows, that his reading cvpov, Matt. ii. 11, was in 
none of the XV. MSS. that he collated with the text of the folio | 
are there no means of proving that Ivpov was also not to be found 
in any of the first set of the XVI, nor in any MS., not contained 
in either of these two sets ? The reader shall have the whole ; 
and he must decide. Beza says, " In omnibus vetustis exem- 
plaribus scriptum erat h&w viderunt ;" or as he afterwards gave 
it, " scriptum legimus uSov." This most certainly is prima facie 
evidence for what Wetsten and Mr. Porson wanted. It seems 
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to take in the whole XXX ; to include every MSi of every set, 
that Stephanus ever had. It requires however much more know- 
ledge than what I possess, to decide how far it actually goes. I 
have no means of ascertaining whether Beza had the collation of 
all Stephanus's MSS. and whether he had all the three collations 
of the first set of the XVI. MSS. I cannot decide, whether 
he constantly availed himself of whatsoever he actually had of 
the collations, or was not sometimes contented with the collation 
of the XV. that were numbered for the margin ; so as to be in 
such a case as this, possibly no more than evidence for what the 
whole of that set could say. Nor yet can I decide, supposing 
him to have possessed all the three collations of the XVI., and the 
collations of any others not included in either set, and to have 
made use of them, whether he regularly referred those collations 
to the new text of Stephanus's folio, which he adopted at first 
implicitly, and afterwards with small variations. There is one 
point however which I esteem sufficiently plain. If Beza had 
been called here to witness against Stephanus's text, from the 
collation that he possessed, it is obvious that he might also have 
been examined, from the same documents, in favour of Stepha- 
nus's text, on another point : and that if he could testify to a 
negative, viz. that Stephanus had no MSS. for his reading here 
on Matt ii. 11. ; much more might he be able to testify to a 
positive fact, viz. that Stephanus had some MSS. in another 
place. 

Mr. Butler, Horse. Bib. Appen. IX. p. 280, says, u Perhaps, 
nothing has contributed so much to the accurate knowledge 
which seems now to be obtained of the Greek text of the New 
Testament, as the discussions to which the verse has given rise."; 
I differ somewhat from this accomplished scholar. I am in- 
clined to say positively, that nothing has contributed so much 
to the profound ignorance which seems now to obtain of the re- 
ceived text of the New Testament, as the discussion to which the 
two verses have given rise. . i 

. " Suut hie etiam sua pramia laudi." I think it only justice 
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to observe, respecting that most ingenious and successful device 
of inserting " suis," " in omnibus suis codicibus," that it is, as 
far as I know, the property of that excellent Papist, Le Pere 
Morin ; whose object is thus expressed, " Quaaramus ergo divina 
oracula in Ecclesia et ab Ecclesia, eaque non de alien igenarum, 
neque hostium manibus sed de Ecclesia: Pastophoriis et Archivis 
promamus et excipianius." It ia obvious therefore that heretical 
Greek was to be put out of the way. And since "all critics agree" 
with him, in pious zeal against " the Protestant Pope Stephens" 
as they style him, (Bentley to the Archbishop, Ap. 15, 1716. Ep. 
lxx. p. 233inBurney). Morin is authority that cannot be disputed. 
It appears in his Exercitat II, cap. 4. p. 119. ed. Paris 1633, 
given by Wetsten II. p. 853, and Prolegom. 1st ed, p. 168; 
where he speaks four times of " omnibus codicibus," or "omnium 
exemplarium ;" but at last ventures on the insertion, — " Prater 
ista loca multa alia ejnsdem generis in eodem Mattheei evangelio 
notavit Robertus Stephanus, qute cum exemplarium suorwm null o 
conveniebat, in textu tamen ab eodem relicta sunt, et in Hsere- 
ticorum versiouibus expressa." Wetsten lias thought it right to 
cut out " Hecreticorum" in both places where he gives the quota- 
tion. Morin's assertion is so gross, that Simon in recording it, 
Hist. Crit. N. T. xxix. p. 346 a. says, " II observe en m£me 
temps, que Robert Eatienne a aussi laisse dans son Edition 
Grecque du Nouvcau Testament plusieurs lemons qui ne s' accor- 
doient avec aucun des Manuscrits quil produit," i.e. none of 
the MSS. of his margin. This truth forced itself for a moment 
upon Michaehs, who in summing up his statements respecting 
Stephanus, says Vol. ii. viii. Sect 6. p. 319. " It appears from 
the preceding accounts, a) That Stephens collated 

only sixteen codices, or at least that he has given no extracts 
from more than sixteen." Morin, however, serves for Wetsten 
to say ii. p. 852. bott, " Ut paucis dicam, editores omnes, 
licet promisissent, se fidem Graecorum, quos habebant, Codicum 
religiose reprssentatuios, promissis tamen non steterunt, sed 
audacter, neglecta Codicum suorum Lectione, aliam frequenter 
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substitu'erunt, neque dubitarunt integros interdum versus de sue 
addere. Qua? si cui durius fortassis dicta videbuntur, liberet is 
quaiso mihi primum istos homines ab suspicione mnhc fidei, si 
possit: doceat deinde, unde suas illi omnes lectiones hauserint." 

I am bound to notice, that Mr. Porson could speak only of 
Griesbach's fast edition, when he says, " Mr. Criesbach took 
this point for granted." And we ought to consider what Gries- 
bach says, when he had before him (as the Prolegomena of his 
2nd ed. show that be had,) both this avowal of his friend, 
and the insult of his opponent. Here undoubtedly Mr. Gries- 
bach will write the damning proof of Stephanus's guilt, and 
make it plain, so that he may run that readeth it, (Hab. ii. 2.) 
In his first section ii. 7.) p. xviii. (xxx. ed. Lond. 18Q9.) 
after giving the "boast" of Stephanus, he says, " vanissima 
tamen hsec omnia sunt atque falsissima. Suis quisque oculis 
cernere potest, Stephanum codicum suorum rationem habuisse 
pame nullam, nee testium astatem, gravitatem, consensum, imnio 
ne numerum quidem, curate expendisse — " 

Observe " suis quisque oculis," and " ne numerum quidem curate 
expendisse." Now, so far from my being allowed to see with my 
own eyes, I have never yet been told, what was the exact number 
of Stephanus's MSS.: and I have no conception how any one 
is to form the most vague guess what number of the unmarked 
MSS. he had in any particular part of the N. T. except by 
attention to the notices, which Beza has given in his commen- 
tary. Those words are then reprinted, in which he had in the 
1st ed. " taken the point for granted," " sacpissime contra omnium 
codicum suorum ridem et auctoritatem." And to this is now 
subjoined " quod qui negare vellet, nihil aliud erEceret rei 
notissimas ignorantia, quam ut risum commoveret doctorum et 
prudentium." I well know how dreadful an engine the horse 
laugh of the " docti et prudentes" can be. I am perfectly aware 
that it can mow down whole ranks of opponents. But " fortem 
hoc animum tolerare jubebo." I avow the " rei notissima* igno- 
re ntia ;" and I beg leave to say that the "risus doctorum et 
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pTiidentium," is no proof of it. Mr, Griesbach seems sensible 
of tins; so at last he is driven to give what both he and Mr. 
Porson had hitherto avoided with such admirable skill. It is 
the margin of the folio, by which the suicide is to be effected. 
" Stephanus ipse textum, quem edidit, a codicibus suis omnibus 
plus centies dissonare, ingenue in margine suo professus est — ' 
or, as it is given by Bishop Marsh, Lectures VI. in Part I. 
p. 107. ; " Jn fact Stephens himself has openly contradicted 
his own declarations : for in the margin of this edition, there are 
more than a hundred places, in which he has quoted all hia 
authorities for readings different from his own." The Right 
Reverend Lecturer had just before asserted that " The test of 
this folio edition, printed in 1550, was once supposed to have 
been formed entirely on the authority of Greek manuscripts, 
which Robert Stephens, in the preface to it, professes to have 
collated for that purpose a second and even a third time." His 
Lordship does not inform us who these persons are, that have 
" supposed it to have been formed entirely on the authority " of 
that set of MSS. I am aware of plenty of wretched dupes 
who have asserted, that it was " formed entirely on the au- 
thority" of the other set — the XV, that was collated once for 
all with the text of this folio : but I never before heard of 
any one imagining it to have been formed solely from the 
first set, which was collated three times, first fo-r the purpose of 
the first edition, and " a second and even a third time," evidently, 
for the second and the third edition. I have no conception of any 
creature so intensely stupid as to suppose this, when he might 
see, " suis quisque oculis," the various readings of the second 
set of the XV in the margin. But let this pass : these distinc- 
tions are nothing in the eyes of his Lordship or of Griesbach. — 
"There are more than a hundred places in which he has quoted 
all Aw authorities for readings different from his own." — " Ste- 
phanus ipse textum, quem edidit, a codicibus suis omnibus, 
plus centies dissonare, ingenue in margine suo professus est." 
Now what is there here, but a repetition of Father Morin's ex- 
d 2 
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pedient of inserting " suis ;" that omnibus may be referred to it, 
instead of those of the margin that happen to have the place that 
may be in question ; and so, the text may be made " a codicibus 
suis omnibus dissonare ;" where has Stephanus made the inge- 
nuous profession, that "he has quoted all his authorities?'! 
Griesbach himself shewed only two pages before at 3) that 
ev wcuri in the margin could never convey the whole even of that 
one set. which was collated with the text of the folio. . He has 
proved that it must denote a different number of them in every 
different division of the Sacred Writings ; that at most there were 
only ten, merely two thirds of this set of MSS. and sometimes 
only two MSS. thus to disagree with the text. 

After all ; the insertion of the possessive pronoun will not alone 
serve the purpose of the critics. This set comprehended print as 
well as manuscript. Griesbach therefore justly says " codicibus," 
and his Lordship "authorities" Archdeacon Travis, in the 
same manner, expounds ev iratn, in all my authorities, twice over, 
(174, 2nd edit. 380, 3d.) Even he could see this, — he, who in 
2nd ed. same page, could describe Stephanus's notation as 
showing " where his reader might find the MS. or MSS. parti- 
cularly specified, on the authority of which he had made the in- 
sertion ;" though, in his 3d edit. p. 308, after the castigation that 
he had received, it is corrected to " MS. or MSS. in which such 
word or words were wanting." I am warranted, then, in saying, 
that it was impossible for Mr. Porson not to have been aware 
that any confession of Stephanus in his margin, must have been, 
of " all his authorities" and not merely " of all his manuscripts". 
as he is pleased to confine it. And the Archdeacon, in the note 
we have given above, accommodates Mr. Porson, by not merely 
inserting the possessive pronoun, but also by leaving out printed 
documents; when he says that Stephanus "tells us frankly. 
tiloy ev waai. AH my manuscripts read etSov" (189, 3d), There 
is much greater pvme than Dr. Hales thinks of, when he adopts 
Griesbach's censure, (ii. p. 29, as above.) Allow it and S. in 
reality "candidly confesses" all my authorities read ««W. >He 

1 
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is to be "justified in rejecting; the authorities of all his Greek/* 
whether print or manuscript. Now to those who are of opinion, 
that it is not such very great praise to Stephanus, to say that 
" his third edition often varies from all his MSS." — to those who 
are of opinion, that this would be deserting them in a culpable 
sense; I say, why might not I as legitimately contend, that his 
quoting "all his authorities for readings different from his own," 
proves that he had no more printed copies, and therefore must 
have had the reading from MS; — as you can, that he had no 
more manuscript copies, and therefore must have had the read- 
ing from print? I am aware that you may point to Mr. Porson's 
quotation from Beza, at p. 56, and tell me of " omnibus psene 
impressis :" but I shall take the liberty then of quoting the 
words immediately preceding "vi gin ti quinqueplus minus manu- 
scriptis codicibus," and shall remind you, of the other set, the 
XVI from which the first edition was entirely formed, and which 
was collated again for each of the other editions. And if, as I 
have allowed it to be probable, the royal MSS. of the margin of 
the folio formed part of the XV royal MSS. used for the first 
edition ; I shall ask you, whether you can show the slightest 
ground for believing, that Stephanus had not other MSS. which 
were neither included in the XVI of the first edition, nor in the 
XV, whose various readings are given in the folio — viz. MSS., 
used for forming the text of the folio, but not used for the text 
of the first edition, nor for the margin of the folio. If then we 
can mutually agree to give over cheating, and take what is said 
in the margin, as referring merely to the documents of the margin; 
what can tv waai possibly convey more, than that the reading of 
the text was not to be found in that particular set of documents, 
whether printed or manuscript/ whose variations from the folio 
edition are given there. And if the question had been of ariy 
other book, but an old critical edition of the N. T. ; and the 
editor had in one single instance thus distinctly declared, that 
the reading of his text was not supported by any one of the 
authorities of his*nargin t > I ask; would -not *"* all critics agree," 



38 Gritsbach. 

that he must have had some other authorities besides all those of 
his margin, to supply him with that reading, 

But how different is the case now? It is not as we have been 
putting it, in one single instance, that Stephanus tells you he has 
given a reading not to be found in any of the marked authorities, 
where " all critics " would have agreed instantly, that the devil 
had deserted him in that one instance, and that he had there let 
out the truth ; but they have looked all through the margin, and 
upon examination had, they avow that their hypothesis calls 
upon you to believe, that " Stephanus ipse textum quern edidit, 
a codicibus Buis omnibus, plus centies dissonare ingenue in mar- 
gine suo professus est," (Prol. p. xviii. or xxx. 1.) " plus cen- 
ties" and "ingenue in margins suo professus est," "In fact, 
Stephens himself haa openly contradicted his own declara- 
tions ; for in the margin of this edition there are more than a 
hundred places, in which he has quoted all his authorities for 
readings different from his own " Lecture vi. 107. This, I should 
have thought, would have been experimenlitm cruris; and would 
have put an end to the blessed expedient of inserting "suis;" 
even if it could stand the avowal, that it makes Stephanus's 
confession amount to declaring that his third edition often varies 
from all his authorities, printed as well as manuscript. Yes ; I 
should have thought, that this would at last, after a century 
and a half, have shown whether tv train in Stephanus's margin 
meant all those documents of the margin that happen to have the 
passage, and those only, or " all his authorities." I should have 
thought that this, at last, must have enabled any one to decide, 
whether Stephanus had other MSS. besides those which he tells 
you contained no such reading ; or whether this marked set of 
the margin contained " all his MSS." I should have thought 
that this would have forced inadvertence itself to see, that the 
" docti et prudentes" had beeu taking it for granted that Ste- 
phanus had only the XV MSS. of the margin, on the very 
point, which demonstrates that he must have had others — that 
they drew their inference of his contradicting all his MSS. from 
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the very words which prove that lie had more than all those 
(" qu'il produit") whose various readings he has given. Maittaire 
Hist. Sleph. p. 144, in reply to Chevilier's charge of duplicity 
against Stephanus, says, " Novum profecto et hactenus inaudituni 
erat illud mentiendi genus, eum, qui studebat fallere, suam opi- 
nionem typis suis ultra prodere! Eumue dissimulare, qui suo 
indicto perierit ?" But this was said almost a hundred and 
twenty years ago ; Maittaire could form no conception of this 
enlightened age. 

His Lordship proceeds — " With this glaring evidence, evidence 
which requires no collation of MSS., but only a superficial view 
of the edition itself, in order to be perceived, it is extraordinary 
that credit was ever attached to the pretensions of the editor on 
the formation of the text," p. 108. " With this glaring evidence" 
—glaring indeed ; rather too much so, we see for the eye of 
Griesbach, till it had been pretty long habituated to contemplate 
it, and which Mr. Porson was utterly unable to face. At that 
time, no one of the " docti et prudentes" ventured to show what 
was the full effect of the device of inserting the pronoun and 
making it " all his authorities." Bat the veteran critic Griesbach, 
as Dr. Carpenter styles him, (ag. Ma'gee, 416) now become a 
veteran, and that Divine, who, as Dr. C. says, (Ditto p. xxxiv.) 
f holds the first rank among our English critics," with consum- 
mate judgment, saw at length what might be done. 

It was said of old, that it was a wonder, quod non rideret harus- 
pex, cum haruspicem vidhset. (Cicero denat deor. I. 26.) I should 
marvel much more if a " doctus et prudens," after all his horse 
laugh at me, could forbear a smile, upon meeting a brother, at 
seeing their success still more, complete than ever, when the delu- 
sion seemed to have become so glaring— at seeing the first quarter 
of the nineteenth century, still believing, with the most implicit 
faith, that Stephanus's third edition often varies from all his MSS., 
when it has been blazoned forth, that if it were so, Stephanus, 
with all his solemn professions, both before and after this edition, 
" with all this ostentation," as Bishop Marsh had just called it. 
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p. 117, top, must have " openly contradicted his own declarations, 
and must have quoted all his authorities (printed and manuscript) 
in more than a hundred places for readings different from his 
own :" — and still more, although malice was ever lying in ambush 
for him, with an eye that never winked, — though they consider 
" with what jealousy R. Stephens was watched by the Paris 
divines" (p. 55) — that, notwithstanding all " this glaring evi- 
dence," the utmost credit was ever attached to the pretensions of 
the editor on the formation of the text," for fourscore years, till 
Morin " arose a father in Israel." 

Griesbach, to clench the nail, adds " nee quidquam sive ab 
ipso sive ab admiratoribus ipsius prolatum legimus, quo servile 
excusari posset obsequium," — No, most certainly. Nor will he 
have any thing from me, nor, as I trust, " ab admiratoribus pro- 
latum," to excuse my killing my Father. And I beg to have it 
observed, that I can hardly feel more abhorrence of the crime, 
than Stephanus did of murdering the Greek text, as it has been 
imputed to him. But notwithstanding all the overbearing au- 
thority, the i€ risus doctorum et prudentium," with which the 
world has been driven to give up every ancient critical edition* 
I confess that I do feel some little surprise, that nothing of the 
kind has ever been demanded from contemptoribus ipsius. Bengel 
and Wetsten has each his theory, when they paint, in such glowing 
language, the " servile obsequium," which , according to their sense 
of tv iraai, " posthabita codicum suorum auctoritate — Erasmo 
aliisve editoribus praestitit;" or, as Mr. Porson, from whom this 
was taken, has it at p. 89, •" in his folio edition, Stephens was 
so ervilely addicted to Erasmus." It will be entertaining, to 
any one who will take the trouble, to compare these theories ; 
they are stated by Griesbach, and the reader may see what 
" the veteran critic" thought of them, when he comes himself 
to " velut caeco impetu tantum non semper, praesertim in tertia 
sua editione, amplexum esse, quaeeunque Erasmus porrigeret." 
(p. xviii. 7. or xxx. as abovev) 
- The ^nineteenth -centwry. is -to comerat Jast to a" caecus^im^ 
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petus ;" and Stephanus, under the secret influence, I presume, of 
the devil and Dr. Faustus, abandons those MSS. that "ipsa 
vetustatis specie paene adorandos fuisse narrat" (as above) and 
addicts himself wholly to Froben's print. 

P. 59. " I can only excuse Stephens by the universal custom of 
dealers, who think it an innocent deceit to cry up the value of their 
wares." 

This is said of the man who never gives you a hint of the 
number of MSS. that he had for forming the text of his folio : 
but contents himself with merely enumerating those, whose 
various readings he gives in the margin, and telling you, that he 
had now collated a third time the XVI. with which he had set 
out in his critical labors. And we see, that if nothing but 
u caecus impetus" can be found to have induced Stephanus to 
commit the crime laid to his charge, of giving a text at variance 
with " all his authorities ;" still Mr. Porson is able to devise an 
apology for his " boast," of having always acted differently. As 
however I hold that Stephanus would not " openly contradict 
his own declarations" — more than a hundred times, but that he 
fulfilled this boast — as I hold that he acted up to " all this osten- 
tation," in not giving a text which was not supported by his 
manuscript authority — I beg to decline all Mr. P.'s excuses. I 
say, keep them for those that want them. Let the conspiring 
critics be delivered, if they can, " by the universal custom" of 
opposition dealers and their retainers, " who think it an innocent 
deceit," to blast the character of the honest old shops, to give a 
value to their own wares. 

P. 59. " Stephens inserted nothing in his text (mistakes excepted) 
which he did not find in the Complutensian edition, or in Erasmus, or 
in his MSS." 

Well ! And may not this be said of Griesbach and Matthaei ? 
" Stephens, inserted nothing in his text" but what perhaps you. 
may find in the Complutensian edition, or in Erasmus, or in those 
few of his MSS. that his margin has ascertained. Butdoes this 
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prove, that he did not find the whole in some of his MSS. ? I 
take leave to deny the consequence. Bishop Marsh has made 
the assertion with respect to Colinaeus, Lecture VI. p. 105* 
u The text of this edition was formed partly from the Com- 
plutensian edition, partly from the editions of Erasmus, and 
partly from Greek manuscripts." The original accusation against 
Colinaeus was, that he gave a text by retranslating from the 
Vulgate: against this Wetsten defends him. If then Colinaeus 
might have MSS. that furnished him with the readings that 
were consonant with the Vulgate, why might he not also have 
MSS. according with Erasmus or the Complutensian? Mill 
says, 1144 " Apocalypsis enim Complutensis, aut Frobeniatise, 
aut saltern Exemplarium cum istis congruentium vestigiis fere 
insistit." He adds, with respect to the passages that he most 
suspected, — not that they exist in no Greek MSS., but " nullum 
apparet in Codicibus, quos hactenus videre contigit, vestigium." 
and 1145 "Fieri potest ut etiam in istis habuerit vir doctus Ex- 
emplaria quae sequeretur." Take now the lowest estimate of 
Stephanus's MSS., that which Mr. Porson himself gives, "ex- 
emplar ex Stephani nostri bibliotheca oum viginti quinque plus 
minus munuscriptis codicibus — collatum ;" and tell me, if you 
can, why I may not urge for Stephanus, what Mill has said for 
Colinaeus. Why might he not find in his MSS. what you can 
find only in the Complutensian or in Erasmus ? 

P. 59. " But he frequently quits all his MSS. to follow his printed 
guides, and frequently follows Erasmus without attending to the rest, 
of which partiality I have already given a specimen." 

The received theory is, that the text of Stephanus's folio follows 
the Complutensian in the book of Revelations, and Erasmus 
every where else, without any attention to his MSS. Bishop 
Majsh st^tes^ it, Lecture VI. p. 107, " But it is so far from haying 
been formed on their authority, that, except in the book of Rever 
lation, it is hardly any thing more than Erasmus's fifth edition 
reprinted. And eyen in the book of Revelation, where he often 
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departs from Erasmus, he departs only for the sake of Complu- 
tensian readings." See also Griesbach (Prol. 1st. Section ii. p. xt 
or xxvii. ed. Loud. 1809) with his reference to Wetsten, who, 
p. 145. 2. (Semi. 374) is pleased to make " Millio supputante, 
vix vicies ab eo recederet." " Of which partiality," says Mr. 
P., " I have already given a specimen." It will be for the 
reader then to decide where " partia/ity" lies ; whether the crime 
lies with the despised printer, or with his illustrious accuser; it 
will be for him to say whether it be shown, that Stephanus fol- 
lowed Erasmus without attending to his MSS. But whatever 
that decision may be, let it be remembered, that Mr. Porson has not 
attempted in this, to prove any thing against our passage. That 
was given in its new form four years before this " partiality"- 
this " ccecus impetus," was supposed to have befallen Stephanus, 
in an edition that was not infected by lupov on Matt. ii. 11. 

P. 59. '* Let us be no more pestered with the stale common-places 
of honour, honesty, veracity, judgment, diligence, erudition," &c. 

I can perfectly understand, why " all critics" should " agree" 
in deprecating a hint about " honour, honesty, veracity," in this 
question. As for " judgment, diligence, erudition," I will readily 
allow that the whole rests with them exclusively; saving one 
little exception here, with respect to the first, where Mr. Porson 
ventures upon Stephanus's text in our passage : " melius non 
tangere clamo." I shall have no great apprehension, that any 
man of common sense will seriously contend that Stephanus had 
no manuscript authority for our passage, — if I can once be be- 
lieved in my assertion that the new form in which he gave it, ap. 
peared in his two small editions, — if I can beat the conspiring 
critics, so far as to make the world think that the XV MSS, 
which he collated with the text that he had formed at last for his 
folio, were not the XVI that he had for the purpose of forming 
the text of his first edition; and that the VIII royal MSS. of the 
margin were not the XV that he had from the royal library, — 
above all, if I can beat the defenders of Stephanus, so far as to 
make them withdraw the praises, they have been lavishing upon 
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him, for having printed a text differing from " all his MSS."; and 
to infuse into their minds a doubt of the logic of the conspiring 
critics in drawing such an inference from his words, when they 
see that it would make him to have formed bis text in contradic- 
tion to Erasmus's edition as well as to his own MSS.; and that 
the critics themselves are constantly producing various readings 
from the very MSS. which they profess to prove never had exist- 
ence. 

P. 59. " If R. Stephens's MSS. all omitted the controverted pas- 
sage, he would still retain it in his edition ; because he - has the same 
vicious complaisance for many other passages, without having equal 
seeming authority." 

There were three critical edition's ; and I have said that Mr. 
Porson did not dare to touch the two first. "Edition/' in the 
singular number, is no typographical error ; it stands so in Gen- 
tleman's Magazine, May 1789, p. 387 b. But let this pass; 
only mark the word " retain;" and remember " that Stephens in- 
serted nothing in his text (mistakes excepted) which he did not 
find in the Complutensian edition, or in Erasmus, or in his 
MSS. ;" and now, " Hear what the unjust judge saith." (Luke 
xviii. 6.) We have it ruled, that if he had " quitted all his MSS. 
to follow his printed guides," he would have retained, in the con- 
troverted passage, what is given by the printed guide whom he 
follows in that part of the N. T. But has he retained what any 
printed guide in the world ever gave ? No. " The Compluten? 
sian editors gave it in one form : Erasmus in another form : Ro- 
bert Stephens again in another form." I quote fiishop Marsh's 
Lecture XXVII. part VI. p. 27 ; for although the whole is plain, 
so that a child must see it, and rfothing but falsehood itself can 
misrepresent it ; yet I love to take the words of these great men, 
to cut off all suspicion of my giving a false colouring. •* Such," 
to proceed with the Right Reverend Lecturer's words, " is the 
origin and progress of that celebrated passage, which men of 
learning and talent have taken,"— or as I say, men of learning 
and talent think of making you take, to have never existed' in any 1 
genuine Greek MS. You set three separate testimoriieV as dis- 



tinct as can possibly be conceived, — not one single act, only car- 
ried on by different conspiring hands, as the pious and upright 
historian, with exquisite skill, and still more admirable judgment, 
delicately instils into your mind *, If then the poor Archdeacon 
could have been disabused of those XV " phantoms bodiless and 
vain" of the margin of the folio, so as to receive instruction from 
Mr.Porson; what inference could have been easier and more 
indisputable, than that Stephanos (let him have fallowed printed 
guides as much as you please any where else) had here quitted 
them, to follow his MSS. ? So it stands, taking the whole, as the 
conspiring critics themselves state; on their assumption that 
Stephanus's boast was utterly false. And E ask whether any per- 
son can entertain a doubt of Mr. Travis's two illustrious corres- 
pondents, and the " veteran critic," whom he insulted, being per- 
fectly satisfied in their own minds, that Stephanus, when he thus 
gave the passage " again in another form," could have had it 
only -from some of the first set of the XVI MSS. out of which he 
formed that edition, where the passage first appeared, as it stands 
in the received text 1 Where else was the superior incantation, 
the more potent spell, that here overpowered the " ccecus impe- 
tus," which made him take " quascunque Erasmus porrigeret, 
prtesertim in tertia sua editione?" 

If you wish to see a Samson in agonies read on : 

P. 59. " Here he had the consent of both editions for his warrant ; 
in other places he follows Erasmus alone." 

I do not very clearly understand how he could follow at the 
same moment two guides, when they each take a different route. 
If I read Bishop Marsh rightly, the Complutensian gives the 
passage in one form, and Erasmus in another form. I am not 
then exactly aware, how he could retain both ; and in point of 



• The three witnesses have been established in our Greek Testaments by the pru- 
ice of Erasmus ; the honest bigotry of the Complute editors ; the typographical fraud 
error of Robert Stephens in the placing a crotchet ; and the deliberate falsehood or 
snge misapprehension of Theodore Beza. Chap. mvii. Note 119. 
It would take many pages to point out all the merits of this TiTpa-fuvoc tpyaaia. 
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fact, he follows neither one nor the other. " Robert Stephens 
again in another form." So that, in flat contradiction to Mr. 
Porson in every way, he has not the consent of either edition for 
his warrant; but the dissent " of both editions." 

Now observe the wretched subtlety to which Mr. P. stoops, to 
induce you to say that Stephanus retains the reading of both 
editions, when he really differs from both. 

P. 59. " You, Sir, prove, with admirable conciseness, in something 
less than six pages (p. 78—81; 172— 177) that Stephens did not take 
this verse from die Complutensian edition. Granted." P. 60, 

It was the theory of Simon, as far as he dared to speak oat, 
that Stephanus copied here from the Complutensian *. " Less 
editions au contrairc qui ont suivy celle de Complute ou Alcala, 
qui est de 1515, ont toutes ce veraet. C'est pourquoy on le lit 
dans la belle edition de Robert Estienne." N. T, iviii. p. 216 a: 
" C'est pourquoy je me trompe fort, si ces anciens livres de ce 
savant Imprimeur ne se peuvenE reduire a la seul Edition Grecque 
du Cardinal Ximenes." Sur les MSS. p. 14. a. Mr. Ernlyn'a 
Inquiry. Ch. iii. Vol. ii. p. 135, " 'Tis probable he put it into 
his own edition from the Complutensian, and we from his into 
ours." Though this probability began to be a little improbable, 
in his Answer, Sect. iv. p. 212, "'Tis enough that we can answer 
in the negative upon good authority, that he had 'em not from 
any of his Greek manuscripts, [having proved that the passage 
was not in the one set of the XV of the margin] and then 'tis 
no great matter where else he found 'em. Probably he took 'em, 
as he did the words cv ry ovpavf, from the Complutensian edi- 
tion;"— In the same tone. Dr. Benson, p. 152, ed. 1749. "And, 
finally, as to the Complutensian, — which (though printed) Ste- 
phens has numbered as the first of his MSS. And from whence, 
most probably, he took this disputed passage, and inserted it 

» " We now proceed to consider the assertion made by Griesbach and other opposeri 
of the controverted clause, that the Complutensian editors translated it from Latin into 
Greek; and that from (heir edition it was transferred into the other editions of the Greek 
Testament."— Home's Introduction, Part II. ch. IV. sect. V. 2. Vol. IV. p. 461. «d. !. 
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into the sacred text." Sir Isaac Newton discovered a different 
authority for him to copy. Having told us, xxiv. vol. v. p. 515, 
of Erasmus, giving the passage in his third edition, he adds, as- 
neatly as Simon or Emlyn, " And so it continued in his two fol- 
lowing editions. And at length Robert Stephens, anno Christi 
1550, [not a word about anno Christi, 1546,] reprinted Erasmus's 
edition, with some few alterations, and various lections, taken" — 
And Wetsten, with none of this hesitation, but with all the man- 
liness that we had before, says " Stephanus editionem Erasmi, 
4 et 5, secutus est, nisi quod in prima editione pro verbis «u to, 
aberratione typothetarum expressumfuit ™ mi, in editionis vera 
ora" — p. 724. in loc. ; or as he had given it Prolegomena, 1st ed. 
p. 190, " Erasmum Stephanus, frustra contradicentibus omnibus 
quos habebat MSS. Codicibus, secutus est," though it should 
he told to his honour, that he withdrew the whole of the para- 
graph, vol. ii. p. 864. Bengel and Griesbach, emulating Mr. 
Gibbon's liberality, " give their readers the option between" 
Erasmus and the Complutensian : Stephanus may have copied 
from either the one or the other, if you will but allow it to be 
fraud, frustra contradicentibus omnibus quos habebat MSS. 
eodicibus, and not from any one of the XXV +. " Stephanicas- 
editiones et reliquas citare, plane supervacaneum est. Eras micas 
et Complutensem in omittendo vel exprimendo Dicto, orc.ies 
cetera sunt secutfe." Bengel end of § 5. " Primum ediderunt 
ilkul comma Complutcnses, dein Erasmus in tribus postremis 
editionibus; ex his propagatum fuit in Stephanicas, hinc in 
Bezanas, inde in Elzevirianas czeterasque." Griesbach, p. [7] op 
691 ed Lond; 1810. Now after these contradictions of the New- 
tons and the Wetstens to the Simons the Emlyns and the 
Bensons — and the Simons and Emlyns to the Newtons, and 
Wetstens, — now when the "prudence" of the Bengels and the 
Griesbachs makes them hold their tongues; we most certainly 
have "dignus vindice nodus." Let Mr. Person then speak; 
" Deus intersit." It will not do for the man who has avowed 
that " Stephens inserted nothing in his text — which he did not 
find in the Complutensian edition, or in Erasmus, or in his 
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MSS.," to say with Mr. Emlyn, " Tis enough that we can 
answer in the negative upon good authority, that he had 'em 
not from any of his Greek manuscripts and 'tis no great matter 
where else he found 'em ;" Mr. Porson must speak out ; and 
I think " it will not be enough for him " here, as he has 
described his office at p. 16, " if he can collect what is scat- 
tered through many works ;" he must draw solely from his own 
mighty mind. 

P. 60. "Granted. He did not take it wholly from the Compluten- 
sian. He took it partly from the Complutensian and partly from 
Erasmus. He differs from Erasmus in adding the article thrice, and in 
transposing the word dyiov ; and in these four differences he followed 
the Complutensian edition and the genius of the language." 

Taking Mr. Porson's own statement, I ask, can you have any 
thing that could carry honesty more on its face? Allow me to 
suppose for a moment that the two verses actually came from the 
Apostle's pen ; that Erasmus had received a manuscript from 
England, bad as ever you like, which gave them ; and that Car- 
dinal Ximenes had one from the Vatican, still worse if you please, 
that also gave them, but in another form. Now if Stephanus, 
when he was about to print his 12mo. edition, among the XV 
MSS. that he had from the king's library, and the other private 
one, found one that came nearer to the genuine reading, than either 
the Britannic or the Roman MS. ; what would you expect from 
it? — that it should give what existed in neither of the others, — 
that it should give different words from both ; or, what Mr. Por- 
son describes as the actual fact, that it should throughout the 
two verses, have nothing but what is to be found in one or 
other of them ; though differing so materially from both ? The 
simplicity of truth is, to my mind, so apparent in this, that 
I think our opponents could not help acknowledging it, if it 
were possible for them to divest themselves for a moment of the 
notion, that their characters are at stake, for their everlasting 
assertions that Stephanus had only the XV MSS. of his margin, 
and for the histories that they have written of the passage having 
its origin in the Latin. ' 
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Now, on the other hand, let us see the theory of that great 
man, whose rule in this case was, as he himself states it, p. 225, 
' Wherever I set my steps, I stumble upon fresh examples of 



for; 



;ery. 



" He took it partly from the Complutensian and partly from 
Erasmus." The thought itself is not absolutely new: Mr. Por- 
son's theory for the Complutensian was, p. 51 , that they " patched 
up a motley text, and dexterously transplanted a clause ;" — to 
make it genuine. This horticultural mode of criticism was there 
only in its infancy; it is here brought to perfection; and the 
variegation which he there makes for the Complutensian editors, 
is stupid sameness to the " motley text," that he here patches 
vp, by his transplantation, for Stephanns. First, he makes 
Stephanus go and dig up a bit of Erasmus, then a bit of the 
Complutensian, then again take his spade to Erasmus, and so 
on, according to his own account, four times from each: for he 
speaks here of " these four differences" from Erasmus ; and in p. 62 
he tells us "of four differences from the Complutensian upon this 
very place." I ask, would Mr. Povson have ventured upon this, if 
lie had not been certain, that the gentleman, with whom he was 
contending, raised to the third heaven on the " empty visions of 
the brain," waB infinitely above looking at the Text ; and that when 
he had the splendid folio before him, ho would never condescend 
to look back at a poor duodecimo t Would the Professor have 
ventured upon it, if he had not felt, that when he begged not to 
be pestered with the stale common-places of honour, &c. it was 
wholly unnecessary for him to proscribe common sense, with 
Mr. Travis; but that he could dress the Venerable the Arch- 
deacon in motley whenever he liked ? It answered with Travis, 
and it has served admirably in this our day; being good enough 
for a set of creatures, that can embrace the theory of Stephanus 
having no other MSS, than those marked by the numera 
when it is openly avowed that if you admit it, you must believe 
that "in the margin of this edition, there are more than i 
hundred places in which he has quoted all kis authorities for 
readings different from his own," and so must, according to thi* 
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hypothesis, have "openly contradicted his own declarations" 
more than a hundred times. It would be as little to my own 
credit, as to that of Mr. Porson, for me to attempt to expose his 
theory for Stephanus's text in this passage, beyond what the 
mere statement of it efl'ects. If more were wanted, I might re- 
mind you, that there was some difference between Mr. P. and 
his correspondent ; and might ask you whether you think he was, 
like the Archdeacon, ignorant that the passage, as it stands in the 
received text, was given in the 12tno. editions. All, " who have 
taken any pains in comparing Stephens's editions" (p. 58), must 
have instantly seen, that the folio could have nothing to do with 
the question, but as a confutation of the calumnies thrown upon 
Stephanus ; and that if " the text of it is" to be " a reimpression 
of the fifth edition of Erasmus with a few alterations ;" (Butler, 
ix, p. 274 ; Marsh's Letters p. xx, Lecture vi. p. 110; Newton 
xxiv. p. 515) this passage most eminently shows, that such 
alterations were made, where his own MSS. did not support it. 
But supposing that it were " Stephens's celebrated edition of the 
Greek Testament, which gives rise to the present question ;" 
(Butler ix.) I might remind you of the " servile obsenuium," — of 
" Stephens being so servilely addicted to Erasmus in his folio edi- 
tion )" (Porson 89) and ask you, what you think of this " ccecus 
impetus" having to remit, and act again, four times in the space of 
the two verses. I might remind you of Mr. Porson's attempting to 
give a specimen, of Stephanus's partiality, in following " Erasmus 
without attending to the rest," as he expresses it — such as is 
wanted for the theory of Newton and Wetsten; but that he 
has not attempted to give a specimen of what he himself 
charges here upon Stephanus, — of this intermission of the 
" ccecus impetus"— this aguish alternation, that shall make 
him follow Erasmus with " attending to" the Complutensian. 
No. Mr. Porson has not made an attempt to show that Ste- 
phanus ever " has the same vicious complaisance," in any " other 
passage ;" as that which he feels himself reduced to attribute to 
him here : his readers are to have the virtuous " complaisance" 
to take this for granted. 
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And this is but a small part of what is expected from them. 
I might observe that in 1 John v. 7, 8. Stephanus is to have 
" printed guides," in the plural ; " He did not take it wholly 
from the Complutensian." How comes he to take one atom 
from the Complutensian, in this part of the N. T., where " Eras- 
micam quintam — tarn presse sequitur, ut — vix vicies ab eo dis- 
crepet" (Griesbach xv. or.xxviii.) — in this part of his folio 
Edition, where he " was so servilely addicted to Erasmus/* 
Wetsten having laid this burthen upon Mill, who never said a 
word of the kind, (et Millio supputante vix vicies ab eo rer 
cederet, 145. 2 Semi. 374) with consistency equal to his 
courage, makes Stephanus, as we saw above, take this passage 
"wholly from the" 4th or the 5th of Erasmus. What then did 
Mr. Porson depend upon, but " paltering with us in a double 
meaning ;" when he thus brought the two " printed guides" 
together, upon anyone passage? What were his own private 
sentiments, when he was obliged thus to falsify their own false 
theory, that Erasmus printed after one edition in the Revelations; 
and another in the rest of the N. T. ? What did he think of it, 
when having thus established the words " printed guides ;" he 
was forced to depend upon our not being able to make the dis- 
tinction, but carrying our " complaisance" so far, as to take the 
two together for Stephanus, where he himself must have it, that 
" he follows Erasmus alone ?" Yes ; after a good century" of 
open falsifying, and bandying Erasmus and Complutensian, 
Complutensian and Erasmus — this is all that can be contrived 
by him, who was incomparably the most acute disputant the 
world ever saw. Who then will wonder that " the veteran 
critic" never ventured to give a hint of the origin of the received 
text, against which he levels his diatribe at the end of his work ; 
but leaves you, in that most ingenious sentence that we had 
above, p. 47 from p. [7] to gull yourself with the notion, that it 
got into the Stephanicae, as it did from thence into the Bezanae, 
the Elzevirianae, and the catera, i. e. that Stephanus was him- 
self a mere copier, as others copied avowedly from him. Had not 
" all critics agreed' 9 to keep the text of the first edition out of 
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sight ; it is scarcely possible that it should not have set some 
impertinent meddler upon enquiring, what MSS. Stephanus 
really had for forming that edition ; and then all would have 
been lost. It would have been in vain to have attempted any 
longer to dupe the world with " omnibus suis" on the general 
question of Stephanus's text; or by giving them their option 
here, whether it shall be the typographical fraud or error of 
Robert Stephens, that established the three heavenly witnesses in 
our Greek Testaments, by " the placing a crotchet." " And the 
pious frauds which were embraced with equal zeal at Rome and 
at" Cracow (Gibbon, Ch. xxxvii. vol. vi. p. 290. ed. 8vo. 1802) 

would have stood flayed and split open {yv^iva icat rerpaxiyXur/ttva) 

to the eyes of all. For myself, if my own life merely were at 
stake, I would cheerfully let the case of Stephanus's text in our 
passage, go upon this alone to the decision of any twelve men 
that might be impanneled; and would allow it thus to rest 
wholly on the refutation of the arguments of his opponents, 
without bringing forward that external testimony, which is as 
decisive as ever was offered at the bar of criticism ; and without 
saying one word of that internal evidence ; which could leave 
no doubt of its authenticity, not merely on the mind of a 
man, who looked into " the genius of the language" as the Pro- 
fessor did ; but of any man who can pretend to the character of 
a Greek scholar. 
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